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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 8, 1958 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusuic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Gore, McNamara, Neuberger, Scott, Case, Kuchel, 
Cotton, Revercomb, and Hruska. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair would like to apologize to the guests for the lack of seats 
for everyone. 

The committee is pleased and honored to have Secretary Weeks, 
Mr. Tallamy, Secretary Rothschild, and Mr. Nash with us today. 

This is the initiation of a thor ough review of the enormous highway 
program on which this country is embarked. This subcommittee wiil 
conduct an annual review. It feels that the public interest requires 
the exercise of strict surveillance of the program by this subcommittee. 

As the first witness the distinguished Secretary of Commerce will 
be heard. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRETARY OF COM- 
MERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR; LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER 
SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE; AND FREDERICK C. NASH, GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE 


Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am very happy to be here. I am very glad that you are starting this 
early in the session to take a look at this program and its progress. 
There are problems coming up all the time, and we aim to keep in 
close touch with the committee. 

I have a statement here which I would like, if I may, to read 
through, and if you could, save your questions until the end, if that is 
agreeable to you and members of the committee. 

Senator Gore. Is there objection by members of the committee? 

The Chair hears none. 

Secretary Weeks. Then we can proceed with the questions after- 
ward. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I can report to you 
that the program is on schedule, and that the progress being made is 


1 











2 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


most gratifying. Mr. Tallamy will discuss in detail its progress and 
status, and with the consent of the committee I will devote my com- 
ments to more general aspects of the program. 

You may recall that when I appeared before you 1 year ago, I 
informed you that if the rate of progress attained duri ing the 6 months 
immediately following approval of ‘the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956 could be maintained, an amount equivalent to all of the fiscal 
year 1957 authorization of Interstate System funds would be com- 
mitted to approved plans and right-of-way acquisition by June 30, 
1957. The rate of progress was maintained and further increased in 
the following months, and funds in an amount equivalent to the total 
authorized for fiscal year 1957 were actually obligated for approved 
construction plans and right-of-way acquisition, before June 30, 1957. 
This does not mean that all of the 1957 funds apportioned to each 
State were obligated, for some States had obligated part of their Fed- 
eral-aid funds for the fiscal year 1958 in addition to all of their 1957 
funds. 

While the construction of the Interstate System has been more 
highly publicized and has attracted more public interest than the pri- 
mary, secondary, and urban programs, these latter programs have 
been promoted with equal vigor. The figures which will be submitted 
to you by Mr. Tallamy demonstrate that construction of the Inter- 
state System has been expedited, while still maintaining full progress 
in construction of the Federal-aid primary and secondary highway 
systems and their extensions in urban areas. 

In addition to providing for a tremendously accelerated Federal- 
aid highway program, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 ager 
ized and directed the Secret tary of Commerce to conduct several i 
vestigations and studies and to submit reports to the Congress. 

Section 108 (d) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 directs 
the Secretary of Commerce, in cooperation with the State highway 
departments, to make a detailed estimate of the cost of completing the 
Interstate System, and to submit the estimate to the Senate and the 
House of Representatives not later than January 12, 1958. This re- 
port has already been submitted to the Congress and I am sure that 
you will wish to examine it in detail. The estim: ite of cost of complet- 
ing the Interstate System was prepared in each State by personnel 
from the State highway departments and the division offices of the 
Bureau of Public Roads. These estimates were submitted through the 
regional offices to the Washington office of the Bureau last summer, 
and, since that time, the Bureau has been engaged in analyzing, eval- 
uating, and reviewing the estimates in order to insure accuracy and 
uniformity of the overall estimates. The estimate has been carefully 
prepared and may be reliably used for the yrapen of apportioning 
interstate funds for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, 1961, and 
1962. Mr. Tallamy will discuss this report in the statement he will 
present to your committee subsequently. While the estimate was 
made for this purpose, it should be noted that the total estimated cost 
set forth in the report is 37 percent or than the amounts authorized 
in section 108 (b) of the 1956 act. This increase is due in part to 
increased prices but principally to increased work required by the 
1956 act not contemplated in the original determination of the 
amounts authorized. 
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As I have said in my letter transmitting the report, I do not feel 
that additional revenue legislation is necessary at this time. A full 
explanation of my reasons for this, which are only summarized in 
the letter, will require a discussion of the trust fund and its prospects. 
Since the President’s budget will contain certain information on this 
subject—and the Budget message, I understand, will be presented to 
the Congress on the 13th, I believe—since the President’s budget will 
contain certain information on this subject, I do not feel that it 
would be appropriate for Mr. Tallamy or myself to discuss it now. 
We would much prefer, if we may, to come back after the budget has 
been delivered. 

Section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 directs the 
Secretary of Commerce to conduct a study to be used by the Congress 
in determining whether or not the Federal Government should re- 
imburse States for certain highways on the Interstate System. This 
study has been completed and submitted to the Congress and will be 
discussed by Mr. Tallamy. 

You have indicated your interest in the action being t taken with re- 
spect to new routes on the 41,000-mile Interstate System. Prior to 
the enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the routes 
of the Interstate System, preliminarily carried in our records as 
totaling 40,000 miles in length, had been selected by joint action of the 
State highway departments, as provided by section 7 of the Federal- 
Aid Highw: ay Act of 1944. Pending the necessary engineering studies 
to determine the best and most economic loc ations, the location of 
these routes was diagrammetric only, and, in the absence of more de- 
tailed engineering studies, was generally measured along the existing 
highways. 

As more detailed engineering studies became available, particularly 
in the course of developing the estimates required by section 108 (d) 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the States found that by 
more accurate location and measurement of these routes their length 
would be reduced to approximately 38,548 miles, due primarily to 
more direct alinement on new locations. 

The reduction in length of the designated routes on the Interstate 
System meant that additional routes, totaling 1,452 miles, could be 
Ri aced upon the system. F urthermore, section 108 (1) of the Federal- 

\id Highway Act of 1956 increased the total mileage allowed for the 
Interstate System from 40,000 miles to 41,000 miles. 

Under the law the routes of the Interstate System must be selected 
or designated by joint action of the State highway departments of 
each State and the adjoining States, subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of Commerce. The States had proposed a number of routes 
to be added to the Interstate System but studies on a national basis 
and discussions with the Department of Defense indicated that cer 
tain routes of considerable significance had not been proposed by the 
States. It was our feeling that these routes should be given serious 
consideration by the States in order to assure that, as required by 
law, the Interstate System is so located as to connect by routes as 
direct as practicable the principal metropolitan areas, cities and in- 
dustrial areas, to serve the national defense, and to connect at suit- 
able border points with the routes of continental importance in Can- 
ada and Mexico. 
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Accordingly, on October 18, 1957, with the concurrence of the De- 
partment of Defense, I approved 867 miles of routes which had been 
proposed by the States; suggested 508 miles of routes for considera- 
tion by the States; suggested a modification of a 547-mile route pro- 
posed by the States; and earmarked 180 miles of routes to provide 
circumferential or belt highways for 13 cities of more than 200,000 
population. These routes total 2,102 miles, and I felt obliged to re- 
serve the remaining 350 miles authorized for the Interstate System, 
pending establishment of final locations of most or all of the presently 
designated routes, in order to assure that the statutory limitation of 
the mileage of the Interstate System will not be exceeded. 

My action regarding the new routes for the Interstate System did 
not cenalt in all of the routes being immediately placed on the system. 

The new routes that had been previously selected by the State high- 
way departments are now an approved part of the designated Inter- 
state System. The remaining routes, which had not previously been 
selected or proposed by the State highw ay departments, are of suf- 
ficient interregional or military signifies ance to receive thorough study 
and consideration by the States. The Bureau of Public Roads, at 
my direction, has opened discussions with the State highway depart- 
ments and has invited their consideration of these remaining routes. 
Only those routes proposed or selected by the State highway depart- 
ments can or have been designated as parts of the Interstate System. 
Designation of the additional routes that have been suggested for 
consideration by the States is dependent upon the customary initia- 
tory action by the State highway departments. Discussion has indi- 
cated that some persons believe my action constituted a designation of 
these routes. The announcement was not intended to convey any 
such impression. 

Your chairman has indicated that you would like an expression of 
my views with respect to the desirability of authorizing additional 
mileage for the Interstate System at this time. When this subcom- 
mittee was considering the committee print of S. 963, dated May 24, 
1957, which would have increased the mileage authorized to be desig- 
nated on the Interstate System by 7,000 miles, I advised you that the 
Department of Commerce would not, at that time, favor any increase 
in the mileage of the Interstate Sysem in excess of the 41,000 miles 
authorized under existing laws. The circumstances have not changed 
since that time, and I feel, therefore, that an increase in the mileage 
authorized for the Interstate System is not presently desirable. The 
decision to limit the Interstate System to 41,000 miles was made after 
considerable study and investigation, and it is my belief that any 
enlargement of the system at the present time would be premature. 
In my opinion, any increase in the authorized mileage for the system 
should be deferred until we can determine with reasonable certainty 
the revenues which will accrue to the highway trust fund, the expendi- 
tures that will be required to complete the 41,000-mile system, and the 
need for adding to the system in specific areas. 

In addition to authorizing additional mileage for the Interstate 
System, S. 963 relates to the control of outdoor advertising on prop- 
erty adjacent to the Interstate System. I am in whole-hearted accord 
with this general objective. As I stated to your committee a year ago, 
I am convinced that outdoor advertising along the Interstate System 
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must be controlled and regulated if we are to have the safe and relaxed 
driving and pleasing surroundings contemplated by the high stand- 
ards applies able to that system. While it is desirable that the control 
and regulation of outdoor advertising be left to the States, the admin- 
istration believes that Federal legislation on the subject is necessary 
in order to encourage State action. .As you know, this Department 
last year submitted legislation to this end which was in accord with 
the program of the P resident. I hope that your committee will con- 
tinue to consider this very grave problem. 

[ also feel that Congress should give consideration to the problem 
of whether and the extent to which utility facilities should be per- 
mitted to oecupy the rights-of-way of highways on the Interstate 
System. The geometric ‘and construction standards adopted for the 
Interstate System provide for highway design speeds of at least 70 
miles per hour for flat terrain, 60 miles per hour for rolling terrain, 
and 50 miles per hour in mountainous and urban areas. The standards 
provide for control of access, complete elimination of railroad grade 
crossings, and the elimination of virtually all other crossings and in- 
tersections, as well as other provisions deemed essential for the s safe, 
efficient, and rapid movement of traffic. The installation of utility 
facilities within the rights-of-way of highways constructed to such 
standards, and particularly the utilization of the main traveled way 
of such highways as a service road for the installation, maintenance, 
and repair of utility facilities are inconsistent with the purposes for 
which such standards were adopted. We have given considerable 
thought to this problem recently, and feel strongly that a policy should 
be adopted which would — rve the safety features contemplated for 
the Interstate System, and at the same time to make such necessary 
provisions for the utilities as are not inconsistent with this objective. 
We are now considering the preparation of draft legislation on this 
subject. 

In connection with the general subject of utilities, I would like to 
briefly discuss the use of Federal funds for reimbursement of the 
States for the cost of relocating utility facilities. Under the Con- 
stitutions of the United States and the States, when private property 
is taken for a public use, just compensation must be paid to the owner. 
Many utilities are located upon real property owned by the utilities, 
and in which the public has no right or title. When such property 
is taken for highway or other public purposes the utilities should and 
must be justly compensated. Federal-aid funds are available for 
participation in the cost of highway rights-of-way, and when it be- 
comes necessary to acquire property for this purpose from utilities, 
Federal-aid funds participate to the same extent as if the property 
were owned by a private individual. In cases where the cost of re- 
locating utility facilities is found to be a proper measure of just 
compensation for property rights taken for the right-of-way of a 
Federal-aid highway, Federal- -aid funds can and should participate 
in such costs. 

I do not believe, however, that Federal-aid funds should participate 
in the cost of relocating utility facilities where no vested property 
right is taken, and the utility is not entitled to compensation under 
constitutional provisions. A great many utility facilities occupy 
the rights-of-way of public highways by permission of the States. 
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Ordinarily, the utilities contributed nothing to the cost of acquiring 
the rights- of-way, paid nothing for the privilege of installing and 
maintaining their facilities thereon, and acquired no vested property 
interest in the rights-of-way. The occupancy of highway rights-of- 
way by public utilities is usually subject to the condition that. the 
facilities do not interfere with public travel, and prior to the enact- 
ment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the great majority 
of States required the utilities to bear the cost of relocating their fa- 
cilities when such relocation was necessary to permit improvement of 
the highway. 

Since the enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, 
which increased the Federal share of the cost of constructing the 
Interstate System to 90 percent, and up to 95 percent in public lands 
States, and expressly authorized the use of Federal-aid funds for 
reimbursement of the cost of relocating utility facilities, a significant 
reaction has occurred in many State legislatures. During 1956 and 
1957, legislation which would provide for payment by the State of the 
cost of relocating public utility facilities was considered by the legis- 
lative assemblies of 40 States. Such legis: ation was given favorable 
consideration in 22 States, but was vetoed in 6 states, so that the 
legislation became law in 16 States. Under these 16 enactments, only 
1 State will pay the cost of relocating utility facilities on all State- 
maintained highways. Five of the enactments relate to all Federal- 
aid projects and 10 relate to the projects on the Interstate System 
only, where the Federal share of the cost is at least 90 percent. 

This drastic change in existing practices was not contemplated 
when the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 was enacted. The amount 
of funds authorized by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 was 
not determined upon the basis of asuming the general obligation to 
pay the cost of relocating utility fac ‘ilities within the highway 
rights-of-way. If Federal-aid funds continue to be available to re- 
imburse the States for the cost of relocating utility facilities, Federal 
expenditures for that purpose will increase substantially, with the 
result that correspondingly less will be available for the construction 
of highways. We also are now considering the preparation of draft 
legislation on this subject. 

Your chairman has expressed a desire that I comment with respect 
to proposals similar to those in S. 1136. This bill would authorize 
the appropriation of additional funds for fiscal year 1955 and each of 
the 11 succeeding fiscal years, for the construction and maiitenance 
of forest development roads and trails, including timber access roads 
to and in the national forests. 

Substantial sums are already being expended for the construction 
and maintenance of forest development roads and trials. For ex 
ample, section 103 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 authorized 
the appropriation of $27 million for that purpose for each of the fiseal 
years 1958 and 1959. The expenditure of Federal funds for this 
purpose is under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, 
and S. 1136 would have no direct effect upon the activities and 
operations of the Bureau of Public Roads. I will say, however, that 
the need for Federal funds for the construction and maintenance of 
forest development roads and trails is constantly changing, and it 
appears that the wisest approach would be a review of the needs each 
biennium, on the basis of current information and data. 
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Your chairman has also asked me to comment with respect to pro- 
posals for completing the Lewis and Clark Highway in the Northwest. 
Senate Joint Resolution 88 would authorize the Commissioner of 
Public Roads cooperation with the highway departments of the 
interested States, to designate and proceed immediately to construct 
a system of highways to “be known as the Lewis and Clark National 
Tourway, along the general route of the Lewis and Clark Expedition 
from St. Louis, Mo. to Seaside, Oreg. 

I have recommended that Senate Joint Resolution 88 not be adopted 
by the Congress. Under existing Federal-aid highway legislation, 
the initiation of Federal-aid projects is the province of the States. 
The States concerned may initiate action under regular Federal-aid 
procedures to have any part of the route of the proposed Lewis and 
Clark tourway which is not already a part of one of the Federal-aid 
systems included in the appropriate system, Construction and 
financing could then proceed through the usual means, without the 
need for special legislation. 

Adoption of the resolution would undoubtedly serve as a precedent 
for similar demands for the Federal Government to designate and 
construct other special highways and to provide special funds over 
and above the regular Federal-aid funds apportioned among the 
States. I might add that the duties which would be imposed on the 
Commissioner of Public Roads by Senate Joint Resolution 88 would 
be particularly onerous, since t there is considerable uncertainty as to 
portions of the exact route followed by the Lewis and Clark Expedi- 
tion. This uncertainty could readily involve the Federal Govern- 
ment in numerous disputes and controversies among the various 
local communities which may claim to be on the actual “route. 

One highway bill of considerable importance is presently pending 
before the Congress. S. 1149 would amend existing laws relating to 
the establishment of bridge clearances across navigable waters. 
Existing law requires that the interests of public navigation must be 
protected, while S. 1149, if enacted, would require that decisions 
with respect to bridge clearances be based upon consideration of all 
the public interests, including specifically the rights of all forms of 
surface transportation. It is ; anticipated that enactment of this pro- 
posed legislation would save millions of dollars in bridge costs an- 
nually, without unduly affecting water transportation. S. 1149 was 
drafted by the Department of Commerce in cooperation with the 
Department of the Army, the United States Coast Guard, and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. The American Association of State 
Highway Officials has approved the bill in principle, and it is the 
first time since br idge clearances have become a problem that all in- 
terested Federal agencies and the State highway departments have 
agreed on this subject. I feel that enactment of this bil would be of 
definite benefit to the public. 

Recommendations for the authorization of funds for the Federal- 
aid primary and secondary highway systems and their extensions in 
urban areas, public lands highways s, and forest highways are to be 
included in the President’s budget which, as I have pointed out, will 
be submitted to the Congress in the next few days, 

In connection with the subject of forest highways, the $30 million 
authorized for forest highways for fiscal year 1959 were apportioned 
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to the States on November 6, in accordance with a revised apportion- 
ment formula. The revised formula resulted from recent valuation 
studies by the Forest Service which showed that the value of national 
forest land had increased approximately 340 percent over the value 
upon which the 1958 fiscal year apportionment was based. 

Under the law, forest highway funds must be apportioned for ex- 
_onpromgol in the several States, Al: aska, and Puerto Rico, according 
to the area and value of the land owned by the Government within 
the ation’ forests. The law does not specify the weight to be given 
to the factors of area and value. Prior to the recent reappraisal of 

value, it appeared to the Secertaries of Commerce and Agriculture 
that the purpose of the law would be properly accomplished at that 
time by giving equal weight to each factor in making apportionments, 
and this formula was set forth in the regulations for administering 
forest highways. 

Continued application of this formula on the basis of the tremen- 
dously increased value of the national forests would have resulted 
in a substantial change in the distribution of funds, as compared with 
prior years, and in our opinion would not have carried out the pur- 
pose of the law. After thorough analysis of the entire situation, it 
was our opinion that apportionment on the basis of assigning 75 per- 
cent weight to area and 25 percent weight to value would retain the 
distribution pattern reasonably close to ‘that of prior years. Accord- 
ingly, by joint action of the Secretaries of Agriculture and Com- 
merce the regulations were amended to effect this change in the 
formula, and the 1959 forest highway funds to carry out the purpose 
of the law which is to provide for the survey, construction, recon- 
struction, and maintenance of forest roads, of primary importance 
to the States, counties, or communities within, adjoining, or adjacent 
to the national forest. 

In closing, I would like to say that we are pleased with the progress 
of the Federal-aid highway program to date. Problems have been 
encountered, of course, and Mr. Tallamy will discuss them in detail 
and describe the manner in which they have been and are being met. 
The splendid cooperation between the State highway departments 
and the Bureau of Public Roads and the public acce ptance and ap- 
proval of the program have contributed substantially to our progress. 
I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to appear to discuss 
the highway program and to report to you on the progress that is 
being made in carrying it out. 

Thank you, Mr. C hairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, in the first paragraph, second sen 
tence, you report that the program is on schedule. I had gy oop 
that there was a disturbing lack of uniformity in progress. That, 
fact, one of the reports which you have submitted shows that some 
States are well advanced, and other States are quite tardy in the de- 
velopment of the Interstate System. How, then, could you report 
that the program is “on schedule”? 

Secretary Weeks. I have a progress chart here. There obviously 
is varying progress among the States. The United States average 
percent is 72. 

Senator Gore. The schedule was 100, wasn’t it ? 
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Mr. Tatutamy. Mr. Chairman, I have a table which has been pre- 
pared which shows the actual progress by States. I propose to sub- 
mit to the committee with my own statement. But this table does 
show, in summary, that eight States are behind schedule. They are 
still operating in 1957; that is, last year, last year’s fiscal year funds. 
However, 33 States are now operating with the 1958 funds—those are 
the present year. And the average of those States is 72 percent, of 
the 1958 funds. In other words, 7 72 percent, insofar as the United 
States average is concerned, of the 1958 funds, are now obligated for 
construction, for planning, or for right-of-way. 

Senator Gorr. Will you give us the eight States which you say are 
substantially behind se hedule, and the percentage of their scheduling ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. The States that are behind schedule are South 
Carolina, which has 94 percent obligation of the 1957 funds. It is 
almost up to the 1958 funds. Montana-— 

Senator Gorr. Has no schedule in the 1958 funds ¢ 

Mr. Tatitamy. Not at the present time. Montana, 91 percent; 
Maine, 81 percent—— 

Senator Gore. What about 1958 now? 

Mr. Tautiamy. All of these are still operating—that I am now giv- 
ing—on the 1957 funds. 

Senator Gore. In other words, they are zero so far as the 1958 funds 
are concerned ? 

Mr. Tatutamy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. And fiscal 1958 began July 1, 1957 % 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Then, Mr. Secretary, how do you report that the 
program is on schedule and the progress most gratifying ? 

Secretary Weeks. Because we are only hé lw ay through fiscal 1958. 
We believe that we are on schedule and that progress is gratifyi ing. I 
grant that maybe, to a degree, it may be a matter of opinion. But we 
think it is moving along and will be, when the fiscal year is up. Some 
of these States are well ahead and some are behind. 

Senator Kucuex. I must say, Mr. Chairman, that happily or not, 
there is no way that the Federal Government administratively can 
produce efficiency in every State in the American Union. It does ap- 
pear to me that, if there are only eight States which are lagging be- 
hind the progress on the Interstate System, in my judgment it is 
pretty good. 

i would like to get the names of those other five States that are lag- 
ging. 

Mr. Tattamy. I believe I left off with South Dakota. 

Senator Kucuen. Maine. 

Mr. Tattamy. South Dakota is next, 78 percent of 1957 funds; 
Idaho, 61 percent of 1957 funds; Indiana, 50 percent: Delaware, 38 
percent; West Virginia, 21 percent. 

Senator Gore. 21 percent of 1957? 

Mr. Tattamy. 21 percent of 1957 funds. 

On the other end of the scale there are eight States that are in 
1959, really, insofar as the obligation of funds is concerned. Ohio, 
for example, has 97 percent of the 1959 funds obligated. 

Senator Gore. Unless there is objection on the part of the com- 
mittee, I think it might be well to have this table printed in the record 
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at this point, since we are discussing it now. I have already had the 
advantage of seeing a copy, as I take it members of the committee 
have. But it will be, without objection, printed in the record at this 
point. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


PROGRESS OF THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM PROGRAM 


Relationship to fiscal year authorizations, by percentage groupings, as of 
Dec. 31, 1957 


States (8) utilizing 1959 funds; percentage of 1959 funds covered by contracts 
advertised and funds obligated : 





State: Percent e—Continued Percent 
EAE AEE TAAL el 97 Illinois ec ae 
A a ees eae ee 63 New Mexico Donde eeelae 22 
EE ea es ae ee 61 Wyoming. th tee ete ees 9 
I a i Ei NL 3 Missouri _____~_ I ia 5 


States (33) utilizing 1958 funds; percentage of 1958 funds covered by con- 
tracts advertised and funds obligated : 


50 to 100 percent: 0 to 50 percent : 








State (15): Percent State (18): Percent 
Bpoede Isiand._........._ 95 epee oR ees Sod 48 
I cts incase cs asnenie 93 DES ccm acai 47 
(0 EERUPEE Re ee 92 North Dakota... 2. 47 
a is, 85 IOI ii clcteipain tics stilt 45 
ey ee 84 aaa 45 
Sa ae 73 | New Hampshire__.._----_- 43 
NIN Blade shctegs Sik Pedic cies Shinasehcsncon es 70 | he ETAT PLE Yee 42 
Pennsylvania____..._____ 69 | WRG. iia 40 
District of Columbia_____ 69 | New WJersey__.._-.--..-.- 39 
SS eee 67 | Ee eee ae eee 37 
Lo. en ee CS it Re Ata tae 32 
We NRIs 67 | I ox cases tiercrees ence abt 30 
Massachusetts__....____ 64 North Carolina___..__.__- 25 
RI iii a tacincteneen 63 a nas as toda eal 20 
i 54 I ii tai nat cake 16 

—— eee ed 15 
United States average... 72 I esc i od baiec apiece 1 
wre ics 1 


States (8) utilizing 1957 funds; percentage of 1957 funds covered by con- 
tracts advertised and funds obligated : 


State: Percent | State—Continued Percent 
| ee 94 I he eS es sake Lee 61 
tsa cocneideiimmiiss 91 | ee ed 5 
it ecient lalinininits 81 | I dic tn aiscnai ai 38 
4 ee 78 TS I ic ictctaeenescacdingi 21 


Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, I would like the table in there but 
I would like to have it indicated what the dating of the data is. As 
of what date. 

Mr. Tatiamy. December 31, 1957. 

Senator Case. December 31, 1957 ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

I might add, if I may, Mr. Chairman, that these States that are 
behind schedule, the individual States, have all, of course, been con- 
tacted, and they assured us that they have planned to advance their 
work this year and catch up to the national average. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretry, one of the disturbing factors relating 
to the highway program, to me, is the lack of unifort mity in progress. 
If this National System of Interstate and Defense Highways is com- 
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pleted uniformly and on schedule, the prospect of larger revenue 
receipts from the gasoline tax will be greatly improved. And in 
view of the ve ain on the trust fund, which is implicit in these increased 
estimates, I believe it is very important that uniform progress be 
attained. That is the principal reason for my questioning your report 
that the progress is on schedule. 

I must respectfuly disagree with that statement, in view of the in- 
formation which Mr. Tallamy has just given us. It seems to be 
disappointingly behind schedule in several States. 

Senator Kucuer. Will the chairman yield ¢ 

Senator Gore. I yield, yes 

Senator Kucuer. Would it be fair to say that in 33 States the 
program is running on schedule, in eight States the program is run- 
ning ahead of se hedule. and in eight States, unfortunately, the pro- 
gram is lagging? 

Secretary Wi FEKS. That is the way we feel, Senator, that over all 
the program is on schedule. Certainly it is backward with some few, 
and ahead in some others. And that is a distressing fact, obviously. 

Senator Gore. It is distressing fact to you, too, then? 

Secretary Werks. What is that / 

Senator Gore. It is a distressing fact to you, too, then ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Yes. I quite agree that if we can push this 
thing along and have it as a package deal and finish together, that that 
is the w ay todoit. And we are m: 1aking—the Bureau 1s making every 
attempt to have the laggard or backward States, so to speak, § get up 
to the average at least. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamar: 

Senator McNamara. You indicate that in the State of Ohio they 
have 97 percent of 1959 funds allocated. 

Senator Casr. Obligated. 

Senator McNamara. Do you have any limitation on how far in 
advance they can commit funds? 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Tallamy? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, sir, there is no limitation. They may even com- 
mit their own funds under the law. They can sell bonds or use other 
State money to advance the Interstate System beyond the authoriza- 
tions that we make to them, in anticipation that the authorizations are 
coming. And when they do come, they may be used to pay off the 
advances made by the States. 

Senator McNamara. And this applies in both categories; acquisi- 
tions of rights-of-way and construction ? 

Mr. Tatiamay. That is correct. 

Senator McNamara. No distinction between the two? 

Mr. Tattamy. Excepting that in right-of-way there is a modifica- 
tion in that it must be used within a 5-year period for actual con- 
struction. 

Senator McNamara. That is no particular disadvantage? 

Mr. Tattamy. Oh, no. 

Senator McNamara. Absolutely unlimited as far as the whole pro- 
gram goes; then can go on into 1960, 1961, 1962 without any restric- 
tion from your Department. I think that is an interesting fact. 

Senator Gore. It is an interesting point, Senator MeNamara. 

22769—58 
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That raises a further question which I would like to submit to the 
Secretary. 

In view of Mr. Tallamy’s reply to Senator McNamara, is it possible 
that a few States, by proceeding faster than the anticipated schedule, 
could largely use up the funds in the highway trust fund, leaving 
the States that are lagging behind schedule to get what is left, if there 
is any / 

Secretary Werks. Oh, no. I am sure that is not the setup. They 
are each entitled to their allocations, and it is established by the 
routes. 

Senator Gore. The estimates, you say, are 37 percent greater than 
those upon which the revenue and trust fund were predicated. In the 
event a few States do as Ohio has done, according to the report, what 
will happen to the fund and what will happen to those States which 
are depending on an allocation when it is all gone? 

Mr. Tattamy. Of course no State may anticipate the use of funds 
ahead of the actual apportionment which is made to the State, and 
the apportionment cannot be made prior to 18 months ahead of the 
fiscal year. That is a definite condition of the law. 

Senator Gore. You didn’t give that in response to the question of 
Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. I didn’t understand that. 

Mr. Tattamy. No, I didn’t, but that is the fact. 

Senator McNamara. Then Ohio would be prohibited, on that basis, 
from going into the total fund for the 1960 allocation, would it not / 
I mean, the 18 months’ limitation would take care of that? 

Secretary Weeks. They are on their own if they do. 

Senator Kucuer. Up to then it is their own money. 

Senator McNamara. That is what I was inquiring about. 

Secretary Weeks. They are on their own and they never would 
have a call upon the Federal Treasury for more than their proper 
share, according to the allocations. 

Senator McNamara. Beyond 18 months? 

Secretary Werks. As I understand it. 

Mr. Tatiamy. May I say this to clarify: The States may use their 
own funds to advance the construction of the Interstate System to any 
extent that the States desire, in antic ipation of Federal-aid being 
made available tothem. But the Federal-aid cannot be made available 
to them prior to 18 months ahead of the year for which the funds are 
authorized. 

Senator McNamara. Is this written in the law or is this regulation ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is law and regulation, both. 

Senator McNamara. Both? 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. Does that mean that if in the unforeseen event of 
some national catastrophe, war, or something else, this program at 
some time within the 13 years, by Act of Congress, had to be termi- 
nated, restricted, or reduced, that these States understand they are 
taking their own gamble when they go ahead and issue bonds and 
build ‘highways i in excess of the 18 months’ allocations that the »v have? 

Is that a fact? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Whether or not it is a gamble, I am not qualified to 
answer. But some of them are contemplating doing just that. Of 
course, they do so in the light of existing Federal legislation. 

Senator Corron. When ‘T ask you if it isa gamble, I am not asking 
you to predict what is going to happen. But legally there is nothing 
in the law, nothing is being done contractually ‘that would either at- 
tempt or appear to attempt to obligate the F ederal Government be- 
yond the 18 months, so that actually, they are doing it at their own 
risk and fully res alize it; is that correct ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, let’s not raise a lot of warning signals 
around here needlessly. The States—some of them—are in a position 
to plan in advance of the next fiscal year, and they can go into the 
future, and some of them, happily, have the money, their own money 
in their own State treasuries, to proceed in accordance with their de- 
sires to build up their system, their Interstate System, as rapidly as 
possible. They are relying on the statute which the Congress has 
passed. Obviously, this Congress or the next Congress can repeal the 
law if it wants to. But I don’t think we ought to indicate, my friend, 
that States are proceeding at their own risk if they are efficiently 
proceeding with their own moneys to build up their system. 

Isn’t that right, Mr. Tallamy? Do you agree with that? 

Secretary Wurxs. I think that condition was described by Senator 
Cotton when ~ said, “Suppose we had a war,” or some cessation of 
the program. I don’t see that these States can’t go ahead of their 
allocations and ahead of the program as long as they do it in accord- 
ance with the rules and regulations set down by the statute. I don’t 
think they are taking any chance. 

Senator Kucner. In other words, Mr. Secretary, to take my own 
State, I think California is moving forward with great rapidity and 
efficiency in this field. That is my understanding of the problem. 1 
don’t want the government of California to feel that in doing what 
it ought to do for the benefit of the people of my State, that it runs 
any particular risk of congressional repeal of the statute under which 
they are going to get 90 percent reimbursement of the cost of their 
Interstate System. 

Secretary Weeks. As far as congressional repeal is concerned- 

Senator Kvcnuen. That is always a hazard. 

Secretary Weeks (continuing). That is always a hazard. 

Senator Corton. Will the Senator yield ¢ 

Senator Kucnen. Yes. 

Senator Corron. Why does the Senator characterize my questions 
us needlessly terrifying anybody / 

Senator Kucne.. Well—— 

Senator Corron. Just a moment. Let’s understand each other, my 
friend. It is my hope and expectation, as I am sure it is the hope 
and expectation of every single member of the committee and the 
Congress, that when we set up a 13- gs program that this great 
Government is going through with a 13-year program. But we are 
living in hazardous days. What I want to know is this: Do the 
States fully realizes that if they anticipate the program, if we put 
ina 18-months proviso it is in there for a purpose, and I don’t per- 
sonally view with any great enthusiasm the idea that the Federal 
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Government shall be morally or perhaps attempted legally bound 
with a situation where one State can run far in advance and then 
come back and tie us up in the case of some unforeseen emergency- 

{ emphasize “unforeseen”—and I am not suggesting that suc hha thing 
is likely, but I don’t see anything improper about my question or 
improper about that attitude. If the Senator from California «oes. 
[ will withdraw it, but you will have to convince me first. 

Senator Kucue.. The only thing that I am at all afraid of, I don’t 
want any people in this country, if they concern themselves with the 
questions and answers of this hearing, to become needlessly alarmed. 
f am afraid that an implication might be reasonably drawn from the 
Senator’s sincere comment that would be unfortunate. There is a 
legal obligation by the Government of the United States to contribute 
90° percent of the cost of the Interstate System to each State in this 
country, and to that extent the only hazard, if there is—if I may use 
that word—of a State proceeding with maximum efficiency, is of 
course that the Congress would repeal this legislation. 

But I would be willing to say that in my ¢ onsidered judgment there 
is no basis for that kind of a hazard. 

That is all. 

| apologize to the Senator for maybe indicating an implication that 
people wouldn’t draw, although I felt maybe the: vy would, and that is 
the reason I said so. 

Senator Casr. Senator? 

Senator Gore. Would you mind if I read this before yielding? 

In subsection H, of section 108, the Highway Act provides that, 
“States may proceed with approved plans.” Plans approved by the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

And then, if States do that— 

The Secretary of Commerce, upon application by such State and his approval 
of such application, is authorized, whenever additional funds are apportioned 
to such State under this section, to pay to such State from such funds the Fed- 
eral share of the cost of construction of such project. 

So the law does specifically contain provisions on this point. 

So far as I know, the Congress has never repealed any law for high 
way improvement. We have added additional improvements and ad 
ditional funds. I anticipate that that will be the case here. 

Senator Case / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, there were two points on which I 
hoped I might give reassurance to the chairman. 

First, with respect to the status of these States which are below the 
national average at the present time. I noticed that Mr. Tallamy in 
cluded the State of South Dakota as below, as having obligated, at 
the time of these figures, 78 percent of its 1957 funds. I mention that 
as an illustration only because I know about that. 

A year earlier South Dakota was second among all the States in 
the Union in obligation of its funds. At the time I spoke at the Aimer- 
ican Road Builders convention in Florida, at that time I think South 
Dakota was second to California in the apportionment of funds. The 
reason that this situation —— in South Dakota—and whether this 
applies to other States or not, I do not know—is that with the in 
creased apportionment of funds, the South Dakota Legislature didn’t 
meet until January of last year. To make provision for its funds, it 
increased its gasoline tax by 1 cent per gallon. That didn’t become 
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effective until the Ist of July. There wasn’t opportunity to collect, 
in the last 6 months of the year, enough to catch up to the amount 
that was apportioned. 

However, the State highway commission, during the year, or the 
Governor, provided for a loan from some funds from the general fund 
and the State highway funds, so that they paid their contractors, 
and he made a statement toward the close of the year that with the 
returns that were coming in by the increased taxes, they would be 
current shortly after the first of the year, and that under the rate of 
receipts they would not merely catch up but they would get into the 
1958 funds, and before the end of the year would be up in the lead 
again. 

So I think that the fact that there are some States behind—78 per- 
cent to the commitment—wasn’t very far behind the full commitment, 
as far as that is concerned, when you understand that you have only 
6 months of the new tax revenue in the States, they might not have 
the funds to do it. So some of the States that may be behind the 
schedule, may be on schedule at this time, or shortly afterward. I 
know that was only one of several States that increased its gasoline 
tax last year for the purpose of meeting the new program. 

With respect to whether or not States may draw on the trust fund 
and endanger the apportionment to other States, the chairman and 
members of the committee will recall that there is a provision in the 
revenue portion of the 1956 act which provides for adjustment of 
apportionments. And under that adjustment of the apportionment 
language, the apportionments are made for the ABC roads—the prim- 
ary, secondary, and urban roads first. Then if the Secretary of the 
Treasury advises the Secretary of Commerce that the receipts in 
the trust fund do not permit making full apportionments to States, 
an adjustment in the apportionments for the Interstate System are 
made, and the apportionments are based upon the way the returns are 
coming in. 

So that there might be a reduction in the apportionments below 
the original schedule. But when the apportionments are announced 
by the Secretary, that means that those funds are in the Treasury or 
that they are coming in at a rate which permits that kind of an ap 
portionment. 

If the apportionments at any one time are not up to the schedule 
provided in the construction parts of the act, then as the revenues do 
pick up, the Secretary will make supplemental apportionments. 

So that I see no way in which any State could dip into the trust 
fund by being ahead of schedule, so to speak, and take money from 
any other State, or impair the ability of any other State to get its 
funds. 

Apportionments are based upon the revenues. 

I see the Secretary node ling: I hope you will comfirm it for the 
record, 

Secretary Weeks. I will be happy to confirm it for the record. 

In my judgment I can see no way that a State can get ahead of any 
other State and draw a share that is not properly payable to the State. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request permis 
sion of the committee to have inserted into this record, following 
our colloquy about the practice of States building in anticipation, 
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this chart. It will be the reassuring factor in the record as the Sen 
ator from California felt that our remarks might be misinterpreted. 
It shows pretty clearly that there is laid out here an area of fairly 
complete safety of anticipating apportionments. 

Senator Gorp. Without objection that will be included in the 
record. 

(The graph referred to is as follows :) 


ESTIMATED SCHEDULE OF INTERSTATE APPORTIONMENTS 


AUTHORIZATIONS 







APPORTIONMENTS | 








t 
ed 12 
DEFERRED APPORTIONMEN ‘ 
I } ‘ 
APPORTIONMENT OF i 
o fo t PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED { | 
Y y | « 
S Prat A AUTHORIZATIONS i ae 
a 4 f Y 6 - 
: Yay d 
a iL, Y 4 i 5 
. Y, YY $ 
JA 7 | ” 
2 h i 4 } ' i se 
+ 7 , } j ° 
5 f “YyypYyy¢) fhe | S 
< f i { { t i 1, 2 
2 f t i jl= 
a j j j i ' 
; y t i } , 
2 APPORTIONMENT OF FISCAL/4 { i i 2 
Z UEAR, AUTHORIZATIONS 4 j f i | & 
= t t t } ‘ } } u 
3 4 4 } 
4 Mii) Hy dug 
= { i i i } i i < 
« Z { t 1 uw 
So } j t 4 t i ae 
wi J y { 4 t 4 } r ; ww 
- MMM MAA i t } t { e 
BW) f 17 { j i 
Uy { i f j j 
/ YM My MY 
, i 
CMA LLB od | 


1957 ‘se ‘59 ‘60 6l '62 ‘63. '64 ‘65 ‘66 ‘67 ‘68 ‘69 70: FE 
FISCAL YEARS 


Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. Before that point is left, may I ask this question 
simply as a matter of clarification? And in preface 1 reassure my 
good friend from California I wasn’t objecting to his characterization 
of my question, because I am in sympathy with his feeling about this 
matter. 

I think that this program is a basic program upon which the future 
of this country is dependent, and I haven’t any idea that it isn’t 
going to be carried through to the limit. But I simply want to have 
clear in my mind this matter of building ahead on the part of a State. 

Is the law perfectly clear, and is the interpretation of that law 
perfectly clear, and is it perfectly plain ? 

I think it is highly important that the Government in dealing with 
the States at all times deal clearly and: frankly, and that we know 
exactly what we are obligating ourselves to. 

Is it perfectly clear that States that have the resources, can raise 
the money, with the desire to go ahead 2, 3, 4, or 5 years, understand 
that that is dependent, however, upon the continuance of this Federal 
program, and can they bind the Federal Government and compel it 
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to reimburse them as a moral right because they haven’t understood 
that this was not something that was guaranteed to them? 

Secretary Weeks. In my judgment, they cannot bind the Govern- 
ment beyond the allocation period. 

Senator Gore. Beyond the apportionment, you mean ? 

Secretary Weeks. Beyond the apportionment. Beyond that if 
they want to go ahead, they go ahead with their own money. And 
I would say obviously that they will be paid out as the program 
moves along. 

I would like to ask Mr. Rothschild or Mr. Tallamy to comment. 

Mr. Rornscuizp. I think Senator Case pointed out the interesting 
part, the part that probably answers your question, and that is that 
the apportionments cannot be made until the funds are in sight. 

The apportionments, once made, are available either to discharge 
current obligations or obligations which had previously been entered 
into. In no case does any State’s call on those funds impair the call 
of any other State. 

Senator Gorr. I would like to ask the counsel of the Department, 
if I may, Mr. Secretary: Is it not a fact that the legal right of a State, 
the legal claim upon the Federal Government, accrues to a State only 
upon the act of apportionment; that the Federal law provides the 
conditions and the times and circumstances under which the Secretary 
of Commerce will make apportionments. Once the apportionments 
are made, the rights to States accrue, but not before that. 

Mr. Nasu. That I believe is correct. 

Senator Corron. The chairman asked my own question in much 
better form than I had asked it. 

[ have one more point, and it may be obvious to everybody, but I 
would like to have it in the record, and perhaps this should be ad- 
dressed tothe counsel. I do not recall this morning, but if the proceeds 
of the fund, the trust fund, should come in more slowly than is esti- 
mated, or if rising costs of construction should rise more rapidly, the 
program then extends over further years. There is no termination 
date on this program ? 

Secretary Weeks. 1972. 

Senator Corron. So that it is quite possible with that termination 
date that if the trust funds accumulated more slowly, or costs rose 
much more rapidly, that we come to 1972 with only a certain portion 
of the National Interstate System completed, is that correct ? 

Secretary Werks. It could happen. 

Senator Corron. And it is conceivable that if they continue to keep 
4 or 5 years ahead of the program, that some States might find them 
selves at the termination date with a higher proportion of their Inter 
state System constructed than had been or could be allocated before 
the termination date. What is the situation as to that ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is conceivable but improbable, because 2 
State would know that the program was ending in 1972, unless some 
change in legislation had been made. 

It is improbable that they would go ahead with their own money 
without a chance of reimbursement. This thing levels out at the 
end. 

Senator Corron. In other words, the policy contemplated is that it 
is all right for these States, in fact a good thing perhaps for them if 








18 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


they can afford to do it, to go 4 or 5 years ahead now, but they—who- 
ever is in charge of the program—would presume that that sort of 
thing would not continue too long during the period 

Secretary Werks. 1972 is 3 years beyond the 13-year period. 

Senator Corron. So you have 3 years to carry over the slack? 

Secretary Weeks. You have 3 years to carry over, and you will 
likely have a few more. 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuex. Mr. Secretary, does your Department look with 
favor on States accelerating the speed by which they anticipate they 
may complete their part of the Interstate System? Or does it look 
with disfavor on that ? 

Secretary Weeks. I look with favor, we all look with favor on get- 
ting this job done as fast as possible. But if they accelerate beyond 
the provisions of the statute, as I pointed out they do it at their own 
risk, which risk I think is infinitesimal. I would like to see the thing 
move as fast as possible. 

Senator Kucuet. The pity of it is that some States apparently have 
not seen fit even to reach the normal rate of construction which the 
Department would like to see and which the Department honestly 
points to in 33 States, plus 8, as having done so. 

Secretary Weeks. This doesn’t disturb me personally because this 
is a tremendous program. It involves on the average an expenditure 
of about four times what we were spending in the 1954 act. And some 
States obviously, I think, are going to get into the swing of the thing 
a little more slowly than others. 

Senator Kucue:. Mr. Secretary, can you give the committee your 
opinion with respect to the eight States that have, for one reason or 
another, failed to utilize any 1958 apportioned funds? Do you be- 
lieve that those States are on their way to catching up with the norm 
that you have laid down? Have you any reason to be apprehensive of 
those eight States ? 

Secretary Weeks, I will ask Mr. Tallamy to answer that question. 
I have no details on the States myself. 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, Senator, I really have no apprehension over a 
short period of time that these States will be able to catch up and 
proceed along the national average. 

As a matter of fact, South Carolina is 94 percent. It is almost up 
to 1958 now. And 1 or 2 contracts could substantially throw it into 
the United States SECO. 

Montana is very high; it is 91 percent. But as I remember the 
figures, Montana really has a higher proportion of funds apportioned 
to it under the present formula than is nec essary for them to main- 
tain an actual construction average equal to the average of the Nation. 

In Maine, they are 81 percent. They have had some problems in 
financing. They have had some problems in location. But they are 
being resolved, and I believe that they will move ahead and be on 
schedule right quickly, 

South Dakota you have heard from, and I am sure and I am quite 
confident that they will move ahead. I also believe that South Dakota 
is another State where the proportion of funds available to them un- 
der the first apportionment is more than is necessary for them to main- 
tain a construction schedule. 
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Idaho is 61 percent, and the same situation applies to them in rela- 
tion to the proportion of funds available as applied to Montana and 
South Dakota. 

In Indiana, they have had problems. They are being resolved. 
I think that you will see Indiana move ahead more rapidly now than 
they have in the past, because of some of the problems with which 
your committee dealt in that State last year. 

Delaware, 38 percent, but really Delaware is a small State, and the 
program itself is very small. So that the effect upon the national 
presentation of a completed system as far as Delaware is concerned 
is minor. But even so, because it is a small State, one big project in 
Delaware can swing it over, 

West Virginia, I have talked with the people there; I have even 
talked with the highway commissioner and the Governor of West 
Virginia in connection with that problem, and they are encouraging 
their legislature to provide more money, a better highway depart- 
ment with increased salaries for the engineers in the highway depart- 
ment, which has been a problem in West Virginia. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Tallamy, may I interrupt? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercomn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I point out that 
there is a new administration of the government in the State of West 
Virginia which is less than a year old. A new highway department 
has been organized and is moving forward in its work and accom- 
plishments with wonderful results. T hey have done 30 percent more 
road work in surfacing and looking after new construction in the 
State than in the previous year. 

The legislature is meeting today in what is known as its budget 
session. One of the calls expressly made, as required by law, by the 
Governor, in convening this budget session, is for the roads. T be 
lieve firmly—I am assured—that there will be no question about West 
Virginia moving forward on its own program directly. It is under- 
way right now. 

Senator G xe. That is an encouraging report. Perhaps each of 
these States have problems and circumstances peculiar to it. Later 
on in our hearings, after Mr. Tallamy has had an opportunity to 
present in a more “detailed way the overall problems, it is my purpose 
to seek permission of the subcommittee to inquire of various States 
the reasons for their lack of uniform progress, and also invite them 
to indicate the possibility of the solution of those problems. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, for West Virginia IT would be 
happy to have that inquiry made, because I think it will reveal that 
we are moving toward the accomplishment of the high level on this 
Interstate Road System. 

I think that will be revealed very definitely. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Senator Cotton? 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, if you will bear with me 1 mo- 
ment. On page 308 of the hearings of last year is a chart. I want 
to call this to the attention of the Secretary. It is “Estimated sched- 
ule of interstate apportionments.” Ts that chart still reasonably aceu- 
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rate as to your anticipations’ It shows deferred apportionments year 
by year through 1972. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Mr. Chairman and Senator, when I presented that 
to the committee last year, I indicated that each year, of course, there 
would have to be a review of that estimate in the light of receipts to 
the trust fund and costs of doing work. Since we don’t have the 
President’s budget at the present time, nor do we know what au- 
thorizations will be made for the ABC program in the future, it may 
be that there will be some slight modification of that chart. But I 
do believe that any changes will be very minor. 

Senator Corron. In other words, in general, it is a still fairly 
accurate predication ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would say so. 

Senator Gore. If there is no further question on that particular 
point, on page 2 of your statement, Mr. Secretary, you report on the 
estimates of cost. You recall that the Congress was asked to appor- 
tion funds on the basis of cost estimates submitted in 1955. This 
committee, after consideration of those cost estimates, found great 
disparity of estimates as between States. The extreme disparity was 
between New Jersey, on the one hand, and the adjoining State of 
Pennsylvania on the other. 

New estimates have been submitted. Would you care to compare 
the new estimates on a State-by-State basis with the prior estimates 
submitted to this committee? I notice you say that over all the esti- 
mated cost now is a 37 percent increase. Does New Jersey's estimate, 
for instance, show an increase or a decrease? Pennsylvania must show 
a great increase in a reestimation of its costs. Do you have those fig- 
ures with you ¢ 

Secretary Werks. I will ask Mr. Tallamy, State by State. I will 
be glad to comment on the overall picture. 

The 1954 act required the Department to produce cost estimates, 
and these were produced in the spring of 1955, based_on the last 6 
months cost figures in the year 1954. In other words, they were 1954 
costs. 

Senator Gore. But those estimates, as 1 understood your testimony 
then, the Bureau of Roads itself took no responsibility whatsoever for 
the estimates. It merely conveyed to the committee the estimates 
which had been submited to it by the States ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. But that is not the situation with respect to the esti- 
mates which you now submit / 

Secretary Werks. That is correct. These came in last summer and 
they have been very carefully evaluated and gone over by the Bureau. 

I think it would be interesting to the committee, perhaps 1 or 2 
points on why the costs have increased. Would you like me to com 
ment on that now / 

Senator Gore. Yes, in just a moment. I would like to go one step 
further with respect to these estimates, and then I will be glad to hear 
that. These estimates are to be used for apportionment of funds to 
the respecive States when, and only when, the Congress, by concurrent 
resolution, approve the estimates. Is that not correct? 

Secretary Weeks. That is right, and there are estimates that come 
along—I think there are five estimates, including the present one, that 
will come along during the life of the program. 
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Senator Gore. In view of this subcommittee’s experience with the 
estimates heretofore submitted, we will want to carefully examine the 
estimates, State by State, before giving it approval, I am sure. There- 
fore, we will need to compare, it seems to me, the cost estimates sub- 
mitted in 1955 and the cost estimates submitted by the various States 
in 1957. I take it that the Departmen has so done already. 

Secretary Werks. I think you should, obviously, want to compare 
the estimates. But I think by far the createst variance in the original 
estimate and the present estimate and future estimates has come and 
will come between the 1955 figures and the figures we now submit. 

When these 1954 figures, were submitted early in 1955, we had no 
legislation, and were not able by any means to get as accurate an esti- 
mate. Then you have to bear in mind that there were some provisions 
in the 1956 act relating to access that are responsible for more than 
half of the increase. I don’t want to get on to that track until you 
are ready to have me do so. 

Senator Gore. That is all right, that is an important track. Go 
right ahead. 

Secretary Weeks. I would not anticipate that as between the pres- 
ent estimates and the next one provided by the statute, that there 
would be any such difference as there is between the rather sketchy, 
necessarily sketchy estimates that were submitted in 1954 or early 
1955. 

Senator Gore. You say the provisions for access. 

Do you not more particularly refer to the requirement in the law 
that the Interstate System be located with respect to and constructed 
to serve equally the needs of traffic of a national character and the 
needs of traffic of a more local character ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct, sir. Of the 37 percent increase, 
15 percent increase was caused by this very fact, that the statute di- 
rected us to pay a measurable extent of vreater attention to local 
service, This has increased the number of “interchanges and bridges 
and underpasses and so on I think by 63 percent over what was origi- 
nally figured. 

Senator Gore. Do you intend to raise objection to this requirement 
that the highways be constructed to serve the economies of the areas 
oanen which they pass? 

Secretary Wexrxs. No, by no means. I am just pointing out the 
original proposed plan and the statute requiring greater attention to 
loc al needs and service and so on. No, 1 am not by any means at- 
tempting to object to it. 

Senator Gore. In other words, it is an improvement in the pro- 
gram, but one that costs some money 4 

Secretary Weeks. I think so, sir, 

Senator Gore. I have asked the staff of the committee to provide 
me some information with respect to the 1955 estimates of the States 
of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, as compared to the 1957 estimates, 
and I am supplied with this information: The estimate of es 

rania in 1955 was a total of $760 million, and in 1957 a total of $1,3 
million. 

The 1955 estimates of New Jersey were $1,357 million. And in 
1957, $1,040 million. 

So there has been an increase in the one, and a reduction in the 
other. 
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I can hardly resist saying that one reason why the Congress de- 
clined to apportion money by a formula based on the 1955 estimates 
is because those estimates had not even been reviewed by the Bureau 
of Roads. 

I take it, Mr. Secretary, that Mr. Tallamy and the engineering 
staff will be prepared to submit engineering data to justify its ap- 
proval of these estimates ? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Have you, in the exercise of your responsibliity, 
satisfied yourself that these estimates submitted by the States have 
been adequately examined and reviewed, to be of sufficient rectitude 
and correctness to be used as a base for actual apportionment of 
funds? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir; yes, that is what we are recommending, 
and I am very well satisfied that that has been done. 

Senator Gore. Are there further questions by anyone on this par- 
ticular point? I don’t wish to close anyone off. 

Senator Kucuet. I wish to say this Mr. Chairman: Some of us who 
took a little different view of the problem of apportionment, and who, 
in a word, felt that the basis of need was a sound basis, and offered a 
yardstick which was susceptible of proper administrative control, did 
it because we felt that in the last analysis the actual cost, properly ad- 
ministered and properly audited through the Department of Com 
merce and the Bureau of Roads, was a better means of apportionment, 
and we did not utilize the obvious errors which some States were 
guilty of, perhaps innocently, in arriving at their improper estimates 
of cost. 

Senator McNamara. Mistakes. 

Senator Kucner. Right, mistakes. 

Senator Gore. That is a chestnut 

Senator Kucuen. And we lost. 

Senator Gore. Properly so, may I say. 

Senator Kucne.. No; I deny that. 

Senator Gore. We just can’t quit, can we ’ 

I don’t know how many members of the committee have had an 
opportunity to study the reports which reached the committee only 
yesterday afternoon, but in your statement on page 3 you say that 

The estimates have been increased principally because of the additional re- 
auirements in the law with respect to access and egress points 

Your report also includes the cost of developing parallel routes in 
order to accomplish the purposes and objectives and requirements of 
the act. 

Secretary Werks. There are various factors which caused this in- 
crease. The largest we have just discussed. and there is the factor 
of traffic—planning ahead for 1975 traffic. 

Senator Gore. That is what I was coming to. Is it not a fact that 
your resurvey of the traffic pattern, the anticipated traffic pattern of 
1975, far exceeds the estimates of that traffic pattern which were made 
in 1954 and 1955? 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. That accounts for about 5 per- 
cent of the total increase, where you have had to put in 6 lanes where 
you had 4, and so on. The estimates were not up to what we now 
think the traffic will be. 
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We estimate here in the number of cars, which is 65 million today, 
or was in 1956, that there will be about 100 million in 1975. And the 
car mileage will rise from 628 billion to 1 trillion in 1975. We 
underestimated in the first instance. This is growing faster than we 
had thought. As I say, that:accounts for 5 percent; not 5 percent of 
the 37 percent but 5 percent of the dollar increase. 

Senator Gorn. We will examine carefully those estimates, State by 
State. I take it that you would agree that it would be necessary that 
we do so because actually this resolution, the passage of this concur- 

rent resolution, amounts to the passage of an appropriation bill. 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir, and I think you should know all the 
facts. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton / 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, were you about to leave this 
matter ? 

Senator Gore. I was, so far as I was concerned. 

Senator Corron. May I ask one question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. In your calculation of the increased costs, did the 
inclusion of the Davis-Bacon provisions in this act, contribute in 
any way to the increased costs ? 

Secretary Weeks. Obviously that is a factor. The labor factor is 
a factor in the cost and must be consider ed. 

Senator Corron. Is anybody, in connection with these estimates, 
prepared to give an estimate of how much the costs have been increased 
hy the Bacon- Davis provisions ? 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatnamy. I do not have the costs broken down to reflect: any 
effect of the Bacon-Davis Act. 

Senator Corron. Would it be possible—I won’t say “possible” be 
cause all things are, and I don’t want to cause a lot of bookkeeping 
would it be reasonable and feasible to furnish such estimates ? 

Mr. TatLamy. Our estimates are based on the actual costs of doing 
work in the various States. I would think that the best way to get 
that information would be directly from the contractors themselves. 
I would endeavor to do it if the committee desires me to. 

Senator Corron. I won’t make any such request now. I can under- 

tand the problem. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question at 
that point, and that is whether or not the services which are per- 
formed by the Department of Labor in connection with this provision, 
are paid for out of the trust fund or are they paid for out of funds 
appropriated directly to the Department of Labor ? 

Secretary Weeks. They are paid out of the trust fund. 

Senator Case. They are paid out of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Could you supply the committee with a statement 
indicating how much that takes out of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And what percentage that is in relation to the total 
amount committed as of the same date / 

Secretary Werks. It is relatively small. We will be glad to supply 
the figures and insert them in the record possibly at this point, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

Senator Gore, Yes. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 


Highway trust fund expenditures reported by Treasury Department, July 1, 1956, 
through Dec. 31, 1957 


Amount Percent 
of total 


Transfers to Labor Department for administration and enforcement of labor 


standards: / 
Fiscal year 1957 .. $160, 000 | 
Fiscal year 1958 through Dec. 31, 1957 200, 000 } 
Total 360, 000 0. 02 
Other expenditures 1, 823, 667, 665 99, 98 
Total 1, 824, 027, 665 | 100. 00 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I assume that perhaps when Mr. 
Tallamy makes his presentation we will have the tables and charts 
presented that will show the different estimates of costs, State by 
State, under the new report, comparative with the prior estimate of 
costs ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ! 

Senator Corron. And also will that portion of the increase which 
is attributable to labor costs be shown? I am not now talking about 
Davis-Bacon but the entire labor costs. 

Mr. Tatitamy. No; it will not be broken down in that manner. It 
will be broken down by unit prices for the various items of doing the 
work, 

Senator Neusercer. I think the record should show that the cost 
of hiring people is not the only factor that has gone up in our ec onom) 
in the past 2 years since the original estimates were submitted; thai 
all the materials that: go into these highways, the concrete, the fill, the 
steel, the culverts, bridges, and so forth have also gone up. I would 
suggest that if labor is to be singled out as a factor in this, that we 
get studies on all the other materials, such as the steel that goes into 
the roads and the concrete, to be likewise included. I can’t see mak 
ing wages the goat of the increased cost of the highways. 

Senator Corron. I will : say, if the Senator will yield and permit 
me to say, that the Senator from New Hampshire mtended to make 
no such implic ation. In fact, the question I asked was based meee 
the assumption that that was only one factor, and it is obviously s 
difficult to separate it from the rest that I haven’t even presumed to 
request that the data be furnished. 

But the Senator from New Hampshire was interested, if there was 
any information, to know how much more this program costs because 
we have included the Davis-Bacon provisions. As the Senator re- 
members, the Senator from New H: ampshire didn’t favor those provi 
sions. I merely raised that question. There is no suggestion but 
that that is one of the many factors. 

Senator Nevsercer. I am glad the Senator recognizes that. 

Senator Kucuer. May I ask a question ? 

Senator Gorr. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Tallamy, in discussing the so-called Davis 
Bacon Act, is it my understanding that that act simply provides that 
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the wages paid on a given contract, in this instance a given road con 
struction highway, shall be the w ages paid normally in that area for 
that type of work! 

Secretary Weeks. Prevailing in the locality. 

Senator Kucuev. If you were asked to determine how much the 
increase in wages was responsible for the increase in the total cost of 
the program, w vhat would the basis be for your figures: the prevailing 
wages in the area where the contract would be entered into, or some 
depressed wage scale? How would you go about determining that? 

Secretary Werks. Well, the figures that are presented by the State 
highway departments presumably include, as far as the wage rates 
are concerned, the prevailing wage rates in the locality. 

Senator Kucuen. As the law requires. 

Secretary Werks. They know that that is what the Department of 
Labor will prescribe in any event, so I would think they would ordi- 
narily figure it out for themselves in making their estimate. 

Senator Kucuen. Then I don’t understand. Isthe Department now 
requested to make some study and report back to us? 

Secretary Weeks. No. 

Senator Corron. Not at all, Mr. Chairman, not at all. To clarify 
this matter, I raised the question simply because I wanted to know if 
they had any such information, and I recognize that it would be an 
almost impossible task to get that, and I therefore am not pressing it. 
But in view of the fact that the question of the distinguished Senator 
from California very innocuously indicated that the significance of 
the Davis-Bacon provision in this act was that we should ] pay the pre- 

vailing wage in the locality or the area, it should be recalled and the 
record should show that the question is always, What is the locality 
or area? And if the Secretary of Labor or some other high Gov- 
ernment official here in Washington decides that all of New Enel: ind 
is an area, or everything east of Mississippi is a locality, then obviously 
it has a tremendous impact on the wage scale in some places where the 
cost of living is not as high as in other places, and that was the bone 
of contention. 

I did not intend to reinject and raise this whole controversy again. 
My question was simply to find out if there was information. Let’s 
just agree to disagree and go on. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, I should like to go back to the ques- 
tion of the matter of these comparative cost estimates for a moment. 

Mr. Secretary, how much construction on the Interstate System 
took place during the period between the dates of the two cost 
estimates ? 

Secretary Werks. Today there are about 3,700 miles either out for 
bid or under construction or finished. 

Senator Casr. I am thinking in terms of dollars. And I ask that 
question to know whether or not the amount of construction that has 
taken place is reflected in the new estimates. My impression is that 
there was about $5 billion worth of work that has taken place on the 
Interstate System. I am not sure how much of that took place be- 
tween the dates of the two estimates. What I am thinking about is 
that if a State said that as of the 1955 report it will take $100 million 
to complete the construction of our system, and in 1957 it said it will 
take $120 million to complete the construction of our portion of the 
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40,000 miles, does that make allowance for the $2 million worth of 
construction they might have done between those 2 dates? 

Secretary Weeks. Oh, yes. 

Senator Casr. It does? So that in comparing the figures, State by 
State, for the 2 different reports, it would seem to me that we ought 
also to have a table that would show the amount of construction that 
the State has accomplished between the dates of the 2 reports. 

Secretary Werks. I have it here but not by States. I think we 
could supply that. 

Senator Case. When we have the tables it seems to me we should 
have a table showing how much has been done by the States between 
the dates. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I think you will find that in the tables in Mr. 
Tallamy’s report, Senator. 

(The data requested are as follows:) 

The effective dates of the section 15 and 108 (d) estimates are January 1, 
1955, and July 1, 1956, respectively. The cost of construction and right-of-way 
acquisition completed on the Interstate System during the 18-month period 
between dates of the 2 estimates are as follows: 


Cost of work completed on the Interstate System, Jan. 1, 1955 to June 30, 1956 


State: Millions | State—Continued Millions 
Alnbama $7.9 New Jersey $33. 3 
Arizona- Sabian : 7.8] New Mexico ie ee 73 
NN ia i le 2) New York ae ee 
Cantomia........... ‘i T4. 7 North Carolina il si 13,2 
i | aa 12.9 | FREE TPO a sss cccnerccanemneinenes es 
Connecticut_____-~-- : 1.9 | One... br 153. 9 
i i a lacie Ja Oklahoma sutlee ite 9.0 
Florida 5 oe si 3.9 Oregon Bientdiat aa tesniiinds oa. 6 
Georgia. Serres 22 Pennsylvania__- : 17.8 
Idaho____- a 5 Rhode Island__--—- ee see 
0 eee 96. 3 | pouth Carolina. ....c.<-<«=. .6 
oe EE ae ee ae ; 6.8 BORG SPROtR. . vedes Chee oT 
lowa_ ca Maia ihe aah adteciie 1.0 Tennessee acai en ae ioe i 
RARees = co. Texas ta, 58. 5 
Kentucky___-_- : x oan el a aioe ka te ib tlatahtaeenitnn 1.6 
a a i Vermont is ed J 
Maine___- ; : 15.6 Virginia ie eee 2.5 
NN i a ca i 19. 9 | WSN OD os 2c etacuicioite 237 
Massachusetts 12. 4 | West Virginia 6. 4 
Michigan ; 52. 7 Wisconsin ; Ai . = 
Minnesota 4.9} Wvoming we st 5.5 
Mississippi_-_ Sasa 2.3 District of Columbia_______~ 
Missouri__-_ le —e Alaska a re shane lites 
Montana ae 1.8 Hawaii . ‘ ae, 

IN Ste See at 9 Puerto Rico 
Nevada : 2 6 ee ee es 
New Hampshire__- oasoushe aoe Total Sb alii cdl otabasa eS NG 


Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I cer- 
tainly appreciate it. 

Before I ask any questions which are important to the Northwest, 
Mr. Secretary, and a number of questions about which the members 
of the committee expressed an interest in, I would like to ask you 
a question about one of the statements you made about billboards. 

I was pleased to note that the administration continues its interests 
in controlling and regulating signboards along the Interstate System. 
It is my hope, if and when the proposal sponsored by the chairman 
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of the subcommittee and me is before us again, that we can get some 
active assistance from you, if possible, on this issue. I think you will 
recall the bill was tabled by only one vote in the committee. 

I would like to ask this question: As I understand it—and I would 
like Mr. Tallamy to corroborate this—at the present time, when you 
were outlining the belt routes along metropolitan areas, public hear- 
ings were held jointly by the Bureau of Public Roads and the State 
highway departments. Isthat correct? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, not quite. The State highway department holds 
public hearings, not the Bureau. 

Senator Neupercer. Does the Bureau participate? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Not actively. The Bureau participates to the ex- 
tent that after the public hearing has been held, and after the State 
highway department has made its decision based upon its own facts 
and the facts presented at the hearing, all of that information is pre- 
sented tothe Bureau. The testimony, as presented at the hearing, the 
State highway department’s decision, and the information the high- 
way department developed are furnished to us. And then our Bureau 
sits in judgment, shall we say, of the State’s decision and decides 
whether to go along or not. 

Senator Neusercer. The question I am trying to get at, Mr. Tallamy 
and Mr. Secretary, is this: Does any machinery exist at the present 
time by which hearings can be held on various highway projects as 
they come up, as to location and extent and so on, by which people in 
that particular area could come and voice their expression, if indeed 
that was their expression, that they would hope for the control of signs 
along that particular project? Does any machinery exist for that 2 

Mr. Tatiamy. I suppose they could present their points of view in 
relation to the location that has been suggested by the State, and about 
which a hearing is being held, and relate the importance of controlling 
outdoor advertising along that particular route to the value and use 
of abutting property : and to the safety of the highway operation, as 
located by the State itself. Yes, I think that would be germane to 
the hearing held by the State. 

Senator Neusercer. There is no authority now for the Federal 
Government, for the Bureau of Public Roads, to hold any hearings 
with respect to that ? : 

Mr. TaLuamy. No, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. These are called by the States? 

Mr. Tattamy,. Yes, sir. 

Senator NEupercer. And you just review the findings after the 
hearings have been held ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator NruBerceEr. Thank you very much. 

I would like to ask, Mr. Secretary, about your testimony this morn- 
ing on the forest highway allocation formula. I am sure you realize 
how important that is to the Northwestern States. 

I do not understé and your testimony does not make clear—why 
that formula was so arbitrarily changed. ‘As I recall, it formerly pro- 
vided for the distribution of forest highway funds 50 percent on 

value, and 50 percent on area within the given State. Is that correct? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Neusercer. Of the national forests. Today you have 
changed it, or recently you changed it to be 75 percent on area and 
only 25 percent on value. Is that correct? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. In the first place, I would like to ask you this, 
with respect to how the change was made: As I understand, there was 
no consultation with the States, there was no opportunity for interested 

arties to express their views, and that it was just purely made 

tween the two Government departments, the Department of Com- 
merce and the Department of Agriculture. As I recall, Governor 
Holmes, of my State—the State of Oregon—has protested this. I 
know many Senators from the Northwest have protested this, And 
yet it is my understanding that no consultation took place with these 
people in any respect whatsoever. Is that correct or is it not correct? 

Secretary Weeks. I know of no consultation with Mr. Tallamy. 
I believe not. I received word from your Governor, Senator, and 
responded to it. He had thought, I believe, that the law required 
consultation. But actually I wired him that the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act is not deemed applicable. This is a formula that is de- 
scribed and the setup of the formula is in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Commerce. And when these 
valuations changed so radically, it threw the historic basis for the 
apportionment all out of gear. As I pointed out in my statement, 
we, by changing it in this manner, adhered roughly to the original 
50-50 basis, 50 area and 50 valuation. If we hadn’t done that, as I 
say, the historic method of allocating these highway expenditures 
would have been far, far different from what they have been. 

Senator Nevpercer. Mr. Secretary, isn’t that the equivalent of your 
saying that because one State has a great increase in population be- 
cause of migration, that then population should be discounted as a 
factor in distributing Federal highway funds? Our State lost ap- 
ponaentely $1.8 million in increased revenues for forest highways 
vecause Of the way you arbitrarily changed the formula. And yet 
the Governor, the Members of the House and Senate, never had any 
opportunity to voice their views. 

I have a letter here which the chairman of the subcommittee gave 
to me, from the two distinguished Senators from Montana, Senators 
Murray and Mansfield. Without objection, I hope it will be included 
in the record. 

Senator Gore. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
January 8, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR ALBERT: We cannot write to you but that we must again express our 
appreciation for the splendid hearings you held in Montana on forest roads. 
As you know, during the recess the Department of Agriculture changed the 
valuation of the national forests increasing them from about 2.2 billions of dol- 
lars to 7.6 billions of dollars. This new valuation disrupted the relation between 
the proportion of total national forest value in each State. This, in turn, led 
the Secretary of Agriculture and Commerce to conclude that these new values, 
obtained for purposes other than application to the forest highway provision of 











PEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 29 
section 23 of the Federal Highway Act should be used for the apportionment 
of these funds. 

When these new values were applied to the existing formula the longstanding 
relation between the States was destroyed. A new formula was developed and 
while it appears on the surface to have reduced the inequities, it has little to 
commend it. All of this action was taken without consultation either with the 
affected States or the committees of Congress. 

We believe the Congress should review this program. If you deem it appro- 
priate we would appreciate your asking the Secretary of Commerce to express 
his views on this matter. In particular it would be helpful to know if there was 
a special urgency about the situation that made it impossible to consult with the 
States and the Congress. Did someone direct that this change had to be made? 
Would he agree that it might he helpful to use the 1958 basis for computing 
the apportionment both for 1959 and for 1960 and 1961, and that in this period 
a complete review be made to ascertain what course the program should take? 
It is understood that the Bureau of Public Roads reports needs for the next 
10 years of $1.3 billion but the present authorization, if continued, will provide 
only $300 million. Would he think a modest increase in order for 1960 and 
1961? 

We know that your hearing these next 2 days will cover many vital highway 
problems. 

Any consideration you can give to this request to elicit information will be 
appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) James EB. Murray, 
(Typed) James E. Murray, 
United States Senator. 
(Signed) Mike Mansfield, 
(Typed) MIkE MANSFIELD, 
United States Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. They made the pertinent point about the dis- 
tribution of these funds and made this suggestion in their letter and 
[ am going to pose it to you, to Mr. Tallamy and Secretary Roths- 
child because I believe it is a very reasonable suggestion, and that 
this: That the Department revert to the 50-50 method of distributing 
highway funds, as was used in the fiscal year 1958 and for many pre- 
vious fiseal years, and that that apply for 1959, 1960, and 1961, while 
the Department and the Congress review this matter. I know that 
I am speaking for many of the Senators from the Northwest—cer- 
tainly my own colleague and Senators Murray and Mansfield—when 
we say that to just arbitr arily change this formula because there is 
an increase in valuation in certain national forests, without any con- 
sultation with the States and the Members of Congress, was, 1f not 
highly improper, certainly highly unfair. 

And these forest highways are extremely important to the States 
in which the bulk of the st: anding timber of our country still remains. 

And the first time that the governors, that the highway departments, 
and that the Members of the Senate and the House knew that this 
formula had been changed was in the press. And if I am not mis- 
taken—and I will be corrected by all of vou gentlemen—this formula 
which you changed had stood since 1923. Is that correct? Or is it 
not correct ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. 1922. 

Senator Neupercer. Since 1922. I feel, speaking for myself and 
my colleagues from the Northwest. that we are entitled toa rehearing 
on this matter before this formula existing since 1922 is so completely 
changed. What you have in effect done is to just toss out value. 

You have said, “Because the values have increased so greatly in 
the national forests in certain States, that if we followed “the exist- 
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ing formula the distribution would be substantially changed, there- 
fore we revise the formula.” That is in effect what you have said in 
your testimony. 

Senator Casr. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Neupercer. Surely. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have not seen the table. I do not 
know what it does as far as any State is concerned. But I would 
like to ask who makes the valuation? The Forest Service in the 
Department of Agriculture ? 

Rearetary Weeks. That is correct. 

Senator Casze. The Department of Agriculture makes the valua- 
tion. 

Secretary Weeks. It is not a joint determination. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture works it out, and we, the Bureau of Public Roads 
and Department of Commerce accept it. 

Senator Cass. I should like to make this observation and submit it 
for the consideration of my colleagues from Oregon: That if the 
formula has been unchanged since 1923, it certainly needs review. I 
certainly wouldn’t object to a congressional review of it. I think 
there ought to be congressional review. But I would point out that 
the more accessible a forest becomes, the greater the value of timber. 
And by the same token, the more ace cessible a forest becomes, the fewer 
roads there are to build. 

The principle we followed in the apportionment of highway funds 
over a period of years—the original three-way formula of area, mile- 
age, and population—was developed originally in the highw ay pro- 
gram in order to make it possible for the States of great distances to 
cet the roads built that they needed. If the primary highway funds 
had been distributed on the basis of evaluation or assessed vi uation, 
you would have had your road moneys concentrated in the great cities 
and you wouldn’t have built the roads in the States where there are 
great distances. 

The development of the forests requires that roads be built into the 
forests, but the farther the forests are, the longer the roads are to be 
built, and the less value the timber has until the roads are built. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Case, for you and I to argue substan- 
tively about the formula here, we could go on indefinitely. The fact 
of the matter remains that a formula existing since 1922 was changed 
by administrative fiat without any public hearings in the Government 
department involved, and the States, and the Members of Congress in 
those States, had no opportunity to express their views. The formula 
that was changed was detrimental to the distribution of funds to the 
Pacific Northwest States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Mon- 
tana, and I feel quite certain, to the State of California, represented 
by the able j junior Senator from California who is at the table today. 

Senator Case. Or it may be to the National Forest or Black Hills. 
I don’t know. 

Senator Nevusercer. It seems to me this should not be done the way 
it was done, and that is why I am suggesting a review. The Secretary 
of Commerce said that it was determined, with respect to the protest 
of the Governor of Oregon, that the Administrative Procedure Act 
did not apply to this particular question. 

Is that true? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes. 
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Senator Nrupercer. May I ask this, Mr. Chairman, because I re- 
member when you held subcommittee heari ings in the Northwest you 
yourself raised this point : Would it not be fair to request from the 
Department an explanation as to why the Administrative Procedure 
Act did not apply to the revision of this distribution formula? 

Senator Gore. “Mr. Department” is here now. 

Senator Neusercer. I just wonder why it didn’t. 

Mr. Nasu. It is within one of the exceptions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. What exception is that ? 

Mr. Nasu. It is the exception which has to do with proceedings re- 
lating to internal management, public property, grants and benefit to 
the States. This is an expenditure entirely made by the Federal 
Government—100 percent. It is made by the Federal Government, 
does not pass to the States, and falls within the concept of Govern- 
ment property grants and benefits; and a fortiori, I think, does not 
come within the Administrative Procedure Act where grants-in-aid, 
which are themselves distributed to the States, do not come within the 
act. 

Senator Nreusercer. In other words, you feel that under the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act there was still no requirement to allow 
interested parties to be heard on this? 

Mr. Nasu. I think that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Weeks. I think that they were not heard when the original 
apportionment, method of apportionment was made. And this has 
resulted from a recent reevaluation of the forest lands. 

Senator Neupercer, The change didn’t result from that. The re- 
evaluation of forest lands was a normal thing. Then you changed the 
formula after you saw that there were substantial changes in forest 
values. 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. 

Mr. Nasu. There had been no occasion for any change since 1923. 
This was the first occasion that arose for a change. I think changes 
could have been made during the intervening years if the occasion 
had arisen. 

Senator Neusercer. Is the justification for the change the fact that 
the Forest Service determined that forests within certain States had 
increased greatly in value? Is that the reason the formula was 
changed ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neunercer. Then I wonder if any formula is safe. If the 
Bureau of the Census finds that some State has had a great increase 
in population, are you going to downgrade population as a factor in 
distributing highway funds? 

Senator Hruska. Not if the statute would provide that a given 
weight is accorded to population, That is not the case in this instance. 

Secretary Werks. No. 

Senator Neupercer. But it was a formula that had been in existence 
all this time. 

Senator Hruska. But there is no specific or express statutory pro- 
vision giving a certain percentage by weight to population, to value 
or area. But in the population situation there is a specific percentage 
weight given to population. 
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Senator Nevrercer. The point I am making, though, is about all 
methods of distribution. 

If this was done so arbitrarily, in our opinion, and without any 
consultation or any opportunity to submit views, how many formulas 
are safe if they are not specifically— 

Senator Hruska. That point is well taken. The population would 
not be well taken in my judgment. 

Senator Nevsercer. I am using that hypothetically. 

Senator Revercomp, Would the Senator yield ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. The Senator had said and signified that this 
formula affected forest roads in the Northwest. I take it the Senator 
does not mean that the formula is set up just for those States, but 
affects any forest road in the country / 

Senator Nevsercer. It affects every State in the Union where there 
are national forests, and where there are forest highways. I am just 
saving that in the Northwest we happened to have suffered particu- 
larly in the distribution of funds because of the manner in which the 
formula was changed. 

Kvery State in whose forests there had been an increase in valuation, 
lost funds by the change in the formula. You wouldn't dispute that, 
would you, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Weeks. I don’t quite understand the question. 

Senator Neusercer. Every State whose forests had increased in 
value, lost in forest highway funds because of the manner in which the 
distribution formula was changed / 

Secretary Weeks. That would work out that way; yes. 

Senator Nevnercer. You wouldn’t dispute that? 

Secretary Werks. No; I would not. 

Mr. Nasu. The reverse is also true. 

Senator Casr. Would the Senator vield to read into the record what 
the statute says with regard to this 4 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Section 23 provides that 

Fifty percent but not to exceed $3 million in any 1 year 
and I shall leave out the extraneous language 
shall be apportioned among the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, by the 
Federal Works Administrator according to the relative needs of the various 
national forests, taking into consideration the existing transportation facilities, 
value of timber or other resources served, relative fire danger, and comparative 
difficulty of road and trail construction. The balance of such appropriations 
that is for forest roads and trails— 


shall be expended by the Federal Works Administrator in the survey, construc- 
tion, reconstruction, and maintenance of forest roads of primary importance to 
the States, counties. or communities within, adjoining, or adjacent to the na- 
tional forests, and shall be prorated and apportioned by the Federal Works Ad 
ministrator for expenditures in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, 
according to the area and value of the land owned by the Government within 
the national forests therein as determined by the Federal Works Administrator 
from such information, investigation, sources, and departments as the Federal 
Works Administrator may deem most accurate. 


Of course the Secretary of Commerce is empowered through the 
Federal Works Administrator. 
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Senator Neusercer. I appreciate the statute. We are not disput- 
ing the legal right to do what was done, but just the method by which 
it was acc ‘omplished after this formula had existed for so long. 

[ would like to ask one other question, if I may, about the additions 
made to the Interstate System between Ellensburg, Wash., and Pen- 
dleton, Oreg., I think approximately 137 miles. Is that approxi- 
mately it, Mr. Tall: amy ¢ 

In the Secretary’s statement on page 5 he notes the manner in which 

various additions to the Interstate System were approved: 867 miles 
of routes which had been proposed by the States, suggested 508 miles 
of routes for consideration by the States, et cetera. When the chair- 
man of the subcommittee held hearings in December in the Pacific 
Northwest, questions were asked by him and by me and by committee 
staff members of the Highway Commissions of Oregon and Washing- 
ton. As I recall, there was no consultation with the Highway Com- 
missions of Oregon and Washington when that addition was made to 
the Interstate System. Is that correct, or is it false ? 

Secretary Weeks. I think that is correct, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Secretary Werks. It had not been designated. This is in that 
group that is suggested for consideration. When we had this thou- 
sand miles to allocate, and the extra fourteen-hundred-odd that we 
saved, so to speak, we did it on the basis of a formula; 30 percent was 
national defense, 30 percent weight given to system integration, 20 
percent to popul: ition, and 20 percent to the industry or agriculture, 
and so on. That was the formula and that was the way it was 
weighted; and we went ahead on that basis. 

Certain roads fitted in which had not been suggested. And in order 
to complete the job, as I said in my statement, we did not designate 
how many miles. 

Was it 508 miles that were not designated / 

Senator Neunercer. Let me ask the status of this, if I may. 

Mr. Tallamy, is that 137 miles or 147 miles—I don’t remember 
exactly—between Ellensburg and Pendleton—is that in this suggested 
508-mile total 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir; 132 miles that were not designated. 

Senator Neusercer. That has just been suggested. This is the 
question I would like to ask you: Is that still susceptible of change 
if you receive protests or further statements from the highw: +4 com- 
missions of the States of Washington and Oregon, which 1 ‘gather 
are somewhat reluctant, or cool, to this particular suggestion’ May 
[ ask that question ? 

Mr. Tattamy. If the highway departments of Oregon and Wash- 
ington do not request that that be designated, then it will not be 
designated. 

Senator Neusercer. Then it will not be designated. In my State 
there is a great deal of sentiment for an addition to the Interstate 
System that would link Portland and Spokane. I would like to put 
a very brief letter in the record at this point that I sent Mr. Tallamy 
on December 16 that will explain that without going into detail. 

Senator Gore. It may be put in the record at this point. 
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(The letter is as follows :) 
PORTLAND, OREG., December 16, 1957. 
Bertram D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator, Bureau of Public Roads, Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. TALLAMY: I am writing to you regarding a proposed extension of 
the Federal Interstate Highway System which would be of great strategic im- 
portance to our country and, at the same time, provide an important commercial 
link, uniting important parts of the population of the Pacific Northwest. 

Officials of the Portland Chamber of Commerce and the Retail Trade Bureau 
have talked with me at some length regarding the desirability of providing 
a modern, Federal highway route between Portland, Oreg., and Spokane, Wash. 
This route would also serve the vitally and strategically important Hanford, 
Wash., atomic facilities of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Specifically, the added route would involve an additional mileage of about 
125 miles, linking the present United States Highway 30 with United States 
Highway 10. I would suggest that the extension follow the route of the present 
United States Highway 395, starting at Boardman, Oreg., on U. 8. 30, and 
serving the cities of Pasco and Kennewick, Wash., and running up to Ritzville, 
Wash., where it would connect with U. S. 10. 

This proposed extension would provide a direct link between Spokane, Wash., 
and Portland, Oreg., and would connect the natural flow of commerce and traffic 
of the Inland Empire area of eastern Washington, northern Idaho, and western 
Montana with Portland and its water level route down United States Highway 
30. The vital Hanford Atomic Works would be linked with Portland. 

I hope that you and your associates in the Bureau of Public Roads can give 
serious and important consideration to this proposed addition to our Federal 
Interstate Highway System. I plan to discuss this matter further with you 
when I return to Washington. 

With best wishes for the holiday season, I am, 

Sincerely, 
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator. 


Senator Neupercer. If they don’t request that that be designated, 
can they request that a comparable — of highway somewhere 
else in the two States be designated, or are they just excluded? Do 
they have to accept that or nothing, in ‘ei r words ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. No, Senator, they cannot request an equivalent mile- 
age designation for some other roads in those States. That particular 
route, and all of the routes which were either designated or mileage 
reserved for, were specified because of the vast importance to the Na- 
tional System as a national system. 

As the Secretary pointed out, they are of importance to the system 
integration, they are of great importance to the national defense, they 
are important to serving population and traffic, traffic being a function 
of population, and of servicing industry, agriculture and foresty and 
mining. It is for that reason that those roads were selected. 

If a new pool were created of mileage which might be allocated 
sometime in the future, then that would have to go to roads which 
were highest in priority from a national point of view. 

Senator Neuspercer. What I don’t understand, Mr. Tallamy, is 
this: You designated a road in the Northwest which evidently did not 
meet wholly with the approval of the highway commissions in the two 
States involved. I wonder how your standards of selection could be 
so different from theirs. That is what I don’t understand. 

Mr. Roruscuip. That was not designated. 

Senator Neusercer. It was suggested, in other words. Let’s say 
suggested. And they either accept that or they don’t get that particu- 
lar Interstate addition. Why do you suggest something that was so 
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apparently regarded with such skepticism by those local highway com- 
missions 4 

Secretary Werks. May I answer that in this way: I think it is quite 
obvious that a State highway commission might look at their State 
problem a little differently than the national setup would. For ex- 
ample, in my own State of Massachusetts they had some request in this 
13,000-mile total request that didn’t fit into this formula that I tried 
to describe, and I think anybody sitting in Washington and taking 
this map here and trying to work out a National Interstate System 
must have a different viewpoint than a local State. 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. If the same factors which were enumerated by 
Mr. Tallamy were also in the minds and in the thinking of the two 
State highway departments, very likely the result would be the same; 
would it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right. 

Senator Hruska. Because the facts are not too much in dispute. 

Mr. Tatuamt. I think so. 

Senator Hruska. It would be that you are considering factors 
which are different than the State highway departments are figur- 
ing. Would it stand to reason that that would account for the dif- 
ference in designation that was made, one way or the other ? 

Mr. Tattamy. I would think so. And to further illustrate that 
point, this particular road under discussion is one of extreme im- 
portance from the national defense point of view. There are many 
depots in the central part of the country which would have direct 
access, without any circuitous route to follow, to Se: she, to service all 
of the northern Pacific and to service the Alaskan areas. So that from 
a defense point of view this particular road ranks yany high to link 
Seattle and that port directly with the control centers in the central 
part of the United States in the Salt Lake area, the Ogden area. 

This is a factor, you see which might not be considered by the 
two States. 

Senator NEUBERG = r. I want to explam to Senator Hruska why I 
raised this point. I don’t want to argue here the substantive wisdom 
of this road. I think that the method by which some of these basic 
decisions are made is something certainly for the Senate committee 
to consider. The fact that in the selection of this particular road in 
Washington and Oregon the local highway commissions were not 
consulted. 

I am not claiming that their views should have been accepted 
willy-nilly. But they were not consulted. And then with respect to 
the ch: anging of the forest highway distribution formulas, the gov- 
ernors of the States, the congressional delegations had no opportu- 
nity to submit their views. It does seem to me that this is a pattern 
which our committee should be at least aware of. 

Senator Hruska. However, that pattern does not apply to the lat- 
ter instance, because no designation has been made. I venture to say, 
in view of the suggestion m: ade by the Administrator here, that when 
those Departments get together with the Administrator to discuss 
the validity of that suggestion, the result will be that they will find 
that the guidepost by which they are going to determine the desirabili- 
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ty of an alternate route will be totally different than the guidepost 
which must necessarily be followed because they are bound by law by 
the Federal Highway Administrator. And I just have an idea that 
that will be the result of that conference. And if it isn’t then your 
question, it seems to me, would be very valid and very applicable. 
But until we decide whether or not the same ground rules are being 
followed, it doesn’t seem to me that the criticism would be valid. 

Secretary Werks. I think, to my mind—and I went over all these 
suggestions and allocations very carefully—the best example is right 
here in the Denver original request, from Denver to Salt Lake. From 
our point of view, the original request didn’t fit.into the National 
Highway System and the defense requirement. But when you take 
the latter end of it over here, and tip it down so as to make a direct 
connection right down into the southern part of California, it did 
fit in. It is those parts of the pattern that I think we obviously 
have to see. 

Senator Neupercer. I don’t disagree that you have a national 
point of view. I just feel that the highway commissions should have 
as consulted in advance before the suggested revisions were pro- 
posed. I won’t belabor that any more. I want my opinion to be on 
the record on that. 

I have one further question on your statement on S. 963 and the 
signboards, when wal beoushe that up. I was pleased, of course, 
when you said, “I am in wholehearted accord with this general 
objective. 

Would you favor the enactment into law of S. 963 as presently 
written, as that bill applies to signboards? I am not asking with 
respect to the additional mileage to the interstate authorizat op But 
as to S. 963, as presently written, and as it was tabled by 7 to 6 in 
this committee last year, how would you stand on that as it nseptieds to 
signboards? 

Secretary Werks. Senator, I personally haven’t looked at the de 
tails of it for quite some time. I should have to look at it again. I 
think we were not completely in agreement. As I said here, we are in 
agreement on the general objectives. We made the original proposal, 
and then the bill you say was tabled by one vote. I would like to take 
another look at that myself. 

Senator Nevpercer. Do you have any specific suggestions for im- 
provement in the bill ? 

Secretary Werks. Not at this time. 

Senator Kucnex. If my friend will let me interrupt; I do, and I 
will make them, and I will make them shortly, and I agree with the 
recommendation which the Secretary of Commerce has made. 

My staff has, during the last month or so, had some consultation, I 
might say, Mr. Secretary, with some of your people on the general 
objective. This is not the time or place to discuss that whole subject, 
but I do want to say that I have taken an interest in the subject and Iam 
pleased to let the record show that I agree with that recommendation. 

I must say in passing, Mr. Chairman, if the Senator will let me, 
while I don’t purport to understand some of the specific bills on which 
the Secretary comments, I think it was a splendid statement, I think 
it was constructive, I think it indicates that your Department has 
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done a splendid job for the people, and I want the record to show that, 
so far as my own views are concerned. 

Senator Gore. Wait a minute. The Secretary spent Christmas in 
my State. 

Senator Kucner. No; I meanit. I think this is great. 

Secretary WEEKs. And hada great time doing it. 

Senator Gore. I was going to do that as you concluded your 
statement. 

Senator Nruspercer. We welcome the support of the Senator from 
California for billboard regulation. We have lost approximately 6 
or 7 months in trying to protect these rights-of-way as they are laid 
down. 

Senator Kucuen. You have lost more than that. You have lost in 
here because that design of yours got all “fussed up” in this com- 
mittee with recommendations by some of them to add to the inter- 
state mileage, to which I am bitterly opposed. I think some of it was 
not taken up and adequately discussed. It may be that all of us are 
a little bit guilty for not having debated the subject sufficiently, and 
we did have ; some other problems here. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think if we are going to make 
references like that to the state of the bill, the record should be clear 
that the bill was tabled only after a couple of other votes, and the 
vote on the elimination of the portion of the bill which related to the 
mileage on the Interstate System had far more support in the com- 
mittee than the portion of the bill which related to billboards. The 
billboard section of the bill was stricken out on the vote of the com- 
mittee by a 3- or 4-vote margin. 

Senator Nreupercer. As I remember, the billboard portion was 
tabled by a vote of 7 to 6. 

Senator Case. On the motions to strike out the portion relating to 
the mileage. That was the only part of the bill that survived. And 
[ voted to table the bill at that point because I thought it would be 
unfair to the Senator from Oregon to have the bill reported, S. 963, 
and deal only with interstate mileage. 

Senator Nevnercer. As I remember this, the Senator from Cali- 
fornia voted to table the billboard control section at that time. I 
think the record should show that, inasmuch as you are now joining 
us and belaboring my bill, that then, when we could have done some- 
thing, you voted to table it. 

Senator Kucuen. Let the record be perfectly clear. The Senator 
from Oregon is not the author of the only means by which States 
may be encouraged to regulate billboards. I think some of us here 
may be pardoned if we think we have the same amount of public in- 
terest in the matter. There are other approaches, there are questions 
that must be raised and must be answered by this committee. States 
differ in their constitutional provisions. And you can’t come in here, 
in the last few minutes of a session, and bingo, make people stand up 
before the gun or something and, if they disagree with the author of 
the bill then, be placed in the ¢ ategory of where they oppose what the 
Department of Commerce has rec ommended. 

As far as I am concerned, I want the Senator to know that I have 
been working in good faith on this problem and I will have what I 
believe may appeal to the Senator as a constructive suggestion along 
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the lines which the Department of Commerce has recommended here 
today. 

Senator Neusercer. I didn’t raise this whole question about the 
quality of the bill and the good faith of the author and so on. I 
want to say this: This was not brought in at the last minute. The 
billboard control bill was first introduced in 1955, it was discussed 
in 1955, and in 1956. Extensive hearings were held by the chairman 
of this subcommittee for many, many weeks in 1957. And I beg to 
differ that that is not the record of the bill that was brought in at the 
last minute. 

If you favored controlling billboards, why didn’t you introduce a 
bill? You said I didn’t have the only bill, and I am quite glad that 
you didn’t. All newcomers are welcome. 

Senator Kucuex. Senator, I am not going to apologize for my 
actions in the Senate. I keep reasonably busy back here. I have 
things that I try to take care of, and I think some of them I take 
care of fairly well. I have had some time during the interim between 
the end of the last session and now to devote myself to some of the 
involved constitutional questions that arise under the 48 States of 
the Union, which I don’t think were reflected in the discussions which 
we have on the subject, and rather than prolong this debate right 
now, Mr. Chairman, all I want to say is that I agree with what the 
Secretary of Commerce has recommended, and I hope to indicate some 
constructive thinking of my office and myself on this subject pretty 
soon. ; 

Senator Neuvsercer. Mr. Secretary, if you do have any specific sug- 
gestions for changes in S. 963, as it applies to billboards, may we have 
them from you at a reasonable time? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nevusercer. Thank you. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy. 

Senator Gore. I take it, Mr. Secretary, from our telephone con- 
versation in Tennessee that it will be agreeable to you to return to- 
morrow morning ? 

Secretary Werexs. I would be glad to come up around 10 o’clock. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Secretary Werxs. The President speaks tomorrow, you know, in 
joint session. 

Senator Gorr. We will finish in time for that. 

The committee stands adjourned until 10 tomorrow. 

(Thereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m., January 9, 1958.) 
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THURSDAY, JANUARY 9, 1958 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore (chairman of the 
subcommittee), presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, McNamara, Scott, Case, Kuchel, Cotton, 
Revercomb, and Hruska. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, on yesterday you said, on page 7 of your prepared 
text: 

We are now considering the preparation of draft legislation on this subject. 
You were there referring to the location of utility facilities on the 
rights-of-way. You used that same sentence in relation to another 
subject. 

[s it the intention of the Department to submit draft legislation on 
this subject ? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR; LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER 
SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE; FREDERICK C, NASH, GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT 
OF COMMERCE; AND FRANK C. TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 
OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Secretary Weeks. That is our plan, sir. 

Senator Gore. I just wondered why you are considering the prepara- 
tion. Are you actually preparing, or what is the situation ? 

Secretary Werks. We are actually drafting the legislation. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will welcome your suggestions in that 
regard. 

You raised an interesting point, it seems to me, in suggesting the 
possibility of denying the use of the rights-of-way on the Interstate 
System to the utilities. I would like to know if you have any estimate 
of the number of people who have been killed as a result of contact 
with utility poles along the right-of-way of the public highways. 

Secretary Weeks. I haven’t, Mr. Chairman. I don’t know if any- 
body has. 

39 
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Do you, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I haven't any direct information relating to the sub- 
ject that you raise, but I have some indirect information which might 
be helpful i in that problem, and that is, during the first 3 years of 
operation on the New York Thruway, about 20° percent of all of the 
fatal accidents occurred by hitting bridge piers and bridge abutments, 
and they were 10 feet from the edge of the road. 

Senator Gorr. Tw enty percent ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. When there is an electric or telephone pole about 
every 50 yards alongside a highway, they are as equally suicidal as 
bridgeheads. A car that can come to a more gradual stop along the 
right- of-way is less apt to cause fatality than one that makes an im- 
pact with a rigid utility pole. 

Your suggestion is very worthy of consideration, Mr, Secretary. 
As I say, the subcommittee will welcome draft legislation on this 
point. 

Secretary Weeks. I think, Mr. Chairman, those figures could prob- 
ably be gotten if we went after them. Accident records are pretty 
carefully kept in the States and local communities. But I think it 
would be quite a job to get them, to dig them out, so to speak, 

Senator Gorr. Do you have any suggestion as to how we might ob- 
tain this information? If your Department has some suggestion, 
Mr. Nash, would you take charge of that? 

Mr. Nasu. Yes, sir; I will. 

Senator Gore. You might suggest to our staff where we might get 
that information. 

Senator Case has a question. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, the thing which startled me in the 
Secretary’s report with respect to this utility matter was the para- 
graph at page 9 of his prepared text, whic ‘h reports what the State 
legislatures had done following the enactment of the 1956 act. 

There, for the purpose of the record, I will point out that the Secre- 
tary’s statement said that— 
since the enactment of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, which increased 
the Federal share of constructing the Interstate System, a significant. reaction 
had occurred in many State legislatures. During 1956 and 1957, legislation 
which would provide for payment by the State of the cost of relocating public- 
utility facilities was considered by the legislative assemblies of 40 States. 
Such legislation was given favorable consideration in 22 States, but was vetoed 
in 6 States, so that the legislation became law in 16 States. Under these 16 
enactments, only 1 State will pay the cost of utility facilities on all State-main- 
tained highways. Five of the enactments relate to all Federal-aid projects and 10 
relate to projects on the Interstate System only, where the Federal share of the 
cost is at least 90 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure it was not the intent of the act of 1956 
to pay the cost of the utilities where the State did that only on the 
Interstate System. If 10 of those enactments relate to the Interstate 
System only, any approval of payment of a share of the cost, where 
that sharing is only on the 90-10 ratio, would not be in accord with 
the intent of the act as I recall it. 
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However, I have looked at the exact language that is used in the 
act, and I can see how it might be interpreted to permit that. The 
language says, in section 111, subparagraph (a)— 

Availability of Federal funds for reimbursement to States: 

Subject to the conditions contained in this section, whenever a State shall 
pay for the cost of relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construc- 
tion of a project on the Federal-aid primary or secondary systems or on the 
Interstate System, including extensions thereof within urban areas, Federal 
funds may be used to reimburse the State for such cost in the same proportion 
as Federal funds are expended on the project: Porvided, That Federal funds 
shall not be apportioned to the States under this sectior when the payment to 
the utility violates the law of the state or violates a legal contract between the 
utility and the State. 

I want to say, Mr. Secretary, that I think that we were unfor- 
tunate in the language that was used. I think it should have said, the 
language used should have simply used “Federal-aid systems” rather 
than specifying the different systems and using the conjunction “or.” 
Had we said, whenever a State shall pay for the cost of relocation of 
utility facilities “necessitated by the construction of a project on a 
Federal-aid system,” it would have been all-inclusive. It wouldn’t 
have permitted the States to have taken action applying it only to 
the Interstate System where the Federal Government paid 90 per- 
cent of the cost. 

Since those require approval or action by your Department, I hope 
you will go slow in approving any of them, because I shall immedi- 
ately introduce a bill to amend that statute. M: aybe it should be en- 
tirely repealed. But certainly it was not the intent of the Congress 
to make it possible for the St: ates to take the burden of the 90 percent 
for the relocation of the utility systems and make it apply only to 
the Interstate System. 

Do you follow me? 

Secretray Werks. I do, and I agree eee. 

Senator Case. If the States had a general practice of doing it, 
then sympathetic or consistent with what we have done in other 
phases of Federal aid, if it is a part of the cost to the State, we have 
gone along. But we shouldn’t make it possible for them to do this 
only where the Federal Government puts up 90 percent of the load. 

Secretary Werks. I agree with your viewpoint on that, Senator, 
and I will ask Mr. Tallamy to comment on it. I think that point of 
view ought to be studied and, I would hope, expressed in this legis- 
lation that we are working on. 

Mr. Tatnamy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
just. asked the question of my staff, and I have been informed that 
we have made little or no payments thus far in connection with the 
reimbursement of States for, in turn, reimbursing utilities under the 
provisions of this act on the Interstate System. And we certainly 
will review the law very carefully and the intent of the law prior to 
making any such reieuibeasamnnin I am sure that when we get. into 
studying the intent of the law we will have to refer to a good many 
Senators. 

Senator Case. It certainly was not the intent of the Congress to 
create on the interstate route a right-of-way for the benefit of utility 
placement and have the Government pay the cost, besides providing 
the right-of-way, pay 90 a eeeer of the cost of getting on it. 

Mr. Taramy. Yes, sir: I respect very much that comment. 
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Senator Casr. To what extent may this picture have entered into 
the estimates of the States in increasing their estimates for com- 
pleting the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The total increase in cost of utility, adjustments, 
lighting, signing, and other incidentals, including the increases in 
these items resulting from bringing the highw ays closer to the smaller 
urban areas so as to give the loc: al communities greater benefit from 
the use of the Interstate System, is 3 percent. 

The effect of the Federal Government paying possibly 90 percent 
of the cost of the utility relocation, however, would involve projects 
which are not necessarily affected by moving the Interstate System 
closer to the urban areas. 

So I don’t believe that I could off hand answer that question except- 
ing to say that I think that it might be quite substantial. 

Senator Case. I think for the consideration of the legislation it 
would perhaps be desirable to make some estimate. If you could have 
someone examine the estimates as they are prepared by the several 
States, and make any calculation on that, it would be quite helpful. 
I think if we get that legislation in at once, that you will have a basis 
then for delaying approv val of project proposals where there is a clear 
attempt to shift a burden to the Federal Government in connection 
with the Interstate System which is not done with respect to the other 
systems. Or let me put it the other way: Where the State is willing 
to pay the cost of utility relocation when it applies only to the Inter- 
state System, certainly that practice ought to be stopped, before it 
actually results in the payment of funds, if possible. 

I thought by introducing some legislation you could point to that 
as indicating perhaps the intent of Congress, and drag your feet 
accordingly. 

Mr. Tattamy. In answer to your question I will also say that in 
anticipation of this legislation we will make a survey and endeavor 
to secure some information as to what that additional cost would be. 

Senator Hruska. Would the Senator yield at that point! 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. The introduction of a bill such as described would 
indicate the intent of Congress. What would the effect of a bill which 
would have the countrary objective have insofar as indicating the 
will of Congress; with the department or with anybody else? If 
the introduction of a bill is construed as an intent of C ongress, can’t 
that be nullified by the introduction of a bill clarifying and validating 
what those State legislatures have done? And in that case what is 
the legislative intent ? 

Senator Case. I think that the Senator from Nebraska perhaps could 
suggest that argument, except that it has been a historical practice on 
the part of Government agencies, where a bill is introduced dealing 
with a controversial subject, to point to the presence of those bills 
as a reason for not making an administrative decision. That isn’t just 
highway legislation. It is true in many things. Where there is a con- 
troverted point, and a bill has been introduced, departments have 
administratively many times delayed action on a proposal until the 
end of the session in order to give a better chance to determine what 
is the will of Congress during the pendency of the bill. I think the 
Department could del: ay making decisions on projects which clearly 
are in the area of doubt on the intent of the or iginal] legislation. 
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Secretary Weeks. I am advised, Senator, that we will have this 
suggested legislation along within a week or 10 days, for your 
consideration. 

Senator Gors. I would like to say that insofar as I can recall, there 
was no discussion in the committee of the possibility of States reim- 
bursing utilities for the relocation of their facilities with respect to 
a part “of the Federal-aid system, while not doing it for other parts. 

I doubt, however, that the absence of such consideration could be 
interpreted as legislative intent. If I understand the rules of con- 
struction, the first presumption is that Congress intended to do what 
it did do. And from a reading of the statute I do not see how it 
could be reasonably interpreted that States could not qualify by doing 
that which you have described a few States are doing. 

Congress may want to consider changing that, and Senator Case 
has suggested he will propose such a change. I would think that the 
Department of Commerce might be on thin ice to interpret legislative 
intent in that regard when such a possibility was not even discussed, 
insofar as I can recall. 

Senator Casr. I would like to ask the chairman if it wasn’t his 
understanding that what Congress was doing was simply to enunciate 
the principle that where a State pays the utility cost, that we would 
respect the principle followed by the State. 

Senator Gore. I believe that is correct. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what the record will 
show in that regard, but I do recall arguments having been advanced— 
T don’t know but what they will be found in the record—in which some 
of the States took the position and some of the utilities took the posi- 
tion that they were willing to go along with the conventional tradi- 
tional Federal-matching program of 50-50, which after all, has a his- 
tory of 40 years. It was upon that tradition and that history that 
this cost of relocating utilities was placed upon the utilities in the 
event of changing of highw: ay route or construction. 

However, with a crash program of this kind, and of the scope that 
is embraced in ny Interstate System, they did feel, and it was urged, 
as I remember it, that it would be a great hardship upon them, and 
upon the ae ate localities in which the particular utility was lo- 
cated, because the rate structure of that utility might be affected by 
reason of the additionally imposed expenditure “which would be 
encounte zed. 

I do believe that that argument was advanced, and there is some 
logic to it, because this is a crash program of tremendous scope. : 
recall, for example, that we included in the section 111 “utility” 
defined, so as to include cooperatively owned utilities, meaning the 
small cooperative that might have a telephone company, a gas dis- 
tributing company, or a power company, so as not to probably even put 
them out of business where they are concentrated in a small area, where 
the Interstate Highway System would slice through and put on them 
that tremendous financial burden which would be a great hardship. 

There is that argument some place in the record. I am not sure as 
to its extent or scope, but I do recall that was discussed very 
thoroughly. 

Senator Gorn. Perhaps a review of the record would be better than 
our own memory. 
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Senator Hruska. Iam sure it would, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. I do recall the suggestions and arguments to which 
you have called attention. What I was trying to say is that I did not 
recall a suggestion that a State could qualify, or could not qualify, by 
enacting legislation pertaining only to one part of the Federal- aid 
sy stem. Maybe it was. I do not recall. 

Senator Hruska. I do not recall any specific discussions. 

Senator Gore. The committee will welcome your suggestion in that 
regard, and also Senator Case’s proposal. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we might not place in the 
record for the reference of everybody, the part of the conference report 
on the bill which appears at page 33 of the conference report dealing 
with section 111. ; 

Senator Gorr. Without objection, it will be included. 

(The above-mentioned section is as follows :) 


Section 111. ReLocation or Utiniry FAacILirigs 


The House bill (sec. 113) and the Senate amendment (sec. 111) contained 
similar provisions which would have permitted Federal funds to be used to 
reimburse a State for utility relocation costs which the State had paid for 
under its own laws or practices. Both the House and Senate provisions would 
have denied apportionment of Federal funds for this purpose to any State when 
the payment to the utility violated the law of the State or a legal contract 
between the utility and the State. The Senate ainendment differed from the 
House bill, however, in that it provided that no more than 2 percent of any 
sum apportioned to any State for any fiscal year might be expended under the 
section. The House bill contained no such limitation. 

This 2-percent limitation would have resulted in administrative difficulties. 
It could have caused inequities particularly to small utilities and municipalities 
and in some instances resulted in failure to fully reimburse States which would 
otherwise have been reimbursed under the policy which the Bureau of Public 
Roads has followed of reimbursing States that pay relocation costs. Section 
113 of the bill as passed by the House and recommended and accepted by the 
conferees recognizes the equity of reimbursing utilities for the cost of relocating 
facilities when required for Federal-aid highway projects. Further, this sec- 
tion makes it clear that it is the intention of the Federal Government to assume 
its proportionate share of utility relocation costs whenever a State allows such 
costs. 

Under the existing practice of the Bureau of Public Roads, Federal funds 
may participate in utility relocation costs to the same extent as other construc- 
tion costs without any percentage limitation based on the State’s apportionment. 

In adopting the House language, the conference agreement intends that the 
section will be applicable to the amount paid by the State. 


Senator Casr. I won’t take the time to read it. What it does do 
is point out that the House version and Senate version was different. 
We had a limitation in the Senate language of 2 percent of the sum 
apportioned to a State. The conference report states that a 2-percent 
limitation would result in administrative difficulties, and then con- 
cluded with this sentence: 

In adopting the House language the conference agreement intended that the 
section will be applicable to the amount paid by the State. 

I think the reference to the conference report will be helpful in 
studying it. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Secretary, if I may go to one other point, I have 
in hand the recommendations of the administration submitted in 1955, 
in which the administration recommends: 


Appropriate credit should be given to those States in which adequate sections 
of the Interstate System have been constructed by State or toll finincing. 
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I have your report, submitted a few days ago, on the cost of reim- 
bursing States for highway construction projects located on the Inter- 
state Sy stem, when such roads were financed by either toll financing 
and State funds. The report does not specifically recommend for or 
against legislation to accomplish this purpose. Is it reasonable to 
presume, then, that the 1955 recommendation stands as the position 
of the administration in this regard ? 

Secretary Weeks. We were instructed to give the figures as to what 
reimbursement would cost for both free and toll roads. We were 
in effect, I think, told not to express an opinion. 

As far as the 1955 recommendation 

Senator Gorr. What do you mean, you were, in effect, told not to 
express an opinion? Are you or are you not? 

Secretary Wrrxs. My understanding has been that we were not 
expected to give an opinion, but we are expected to provide the in- 
formation by which the Congress might make up its mind as to what 
it wanted to do. 

Senator Gore. I am not asking you for 

Secretary Weexs. I would be glad to give you my personal opinion. 

Senator Gorr. I am not asking you for an opinion. 

Does the administration recommend the reimbursement—— 

Secretary Weeks. The reimbursement of toll roads? 

Senator Gore. For toll roads and free roads previously constructed 
to interstate standards. 

Secretary Weeks. I can say only this: That we have no definite 
position today as a result of recent discussions. I personally am 
against reimbursement for toll roads. I am openminded on the ques- 
tion of free roads. If the chairman of the committee wants us to 
bring up an opinion, we will get together, get a position, and bring 
it up here. I think it should be brought up as a result of present 
cliscussions. 

Senator Gore. I am not particularly asking you to bring a recom- 
mendation. I was only inquiring if the administration had a position 
today on this question. 

Secretary Weexs. I think, Mr. Chairman, you should consider as 
our opinion what we have previously said, that we are against reim- 
bursement, toll and free. If you would like us—— 

Senator Gore. When did you say that? 

Secretary Weeks. We said it last year, didn’t we? 

May I read what I said last year ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Would you identify the document? 

Secretary Weeks. This is the hearings before the subcommittee, 
1956. 

Senator Casr. House or Senate? 

Secretary Wrexks. Senate. 

Senator Gore. Will you proceed ? 

Secretary Weeks. I beg your pardon, itisnot. It isthe House. 

Senator Casr. | thought so. The cover looked like the cover that 
is used for House hearings rather than Senate hearings. 

Secretary Werks. I said: 

Obviously, you can do anything you want to pay for in this area. If you want 
the reimbursement feature, personally, I can see no occasion to reimburse on 
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toll roads anyway, but on free roads that might be included in the system, if 
you wanted to develop a reimbursable feature and provide the money, I would 
think your suggestion of putting it on the end of the line was the best. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is quite a subject. 1 think I can say, person- 
ally, that the position of the administration has been against reim- 
bursement for toll roads on the ground that the people have put up 
the money as private citizens to pay for the roads and provision is 
being made to pay them out of the income received. 

As far as the free roads are concerned, that is another item. You 
might put the free roads on the end of the line and take care of them 
on a reimbursable basis after the job is done. But those roads are 
there, and are paid for, presumably. I think we ought to keep up 
with this program and get it done, particularly in view of the addi- 
tional costs that have been noted in my report of cost estimates, and 
this reimbursement should be very carefully thought over. 

Senator Gorn. Mr. Secretary, I hope you will not think I am at- 
tempting to be partisan in this. I certainly don’t want to argue with 
you about what the position of the administration has been on this 
subject. Apparently, however, your position has not always been 
the position of the administration in this regard, because I read from 
the 1955 message from the President of the United States relative to 
a national highway program: 

Moreover, States that elect to build further toll-road sections of the Interstate 
System should be reimbursed for all costs, other than financing, provided such 
funds are used for further highway improvement. 

I don’t know to what extent States move in consequence of such 
messages. When States go beyond the commitments legally made to 
them, then they proceed to some extent upon their own risk. But 
whether in consequence of this or not, several States proceeded. I 
have in mind one bridge out at Portland, Oreg., connecting the State 
of Washington and the State of Oregon, an integral part of the Inter- 
state System. The construction is underway now. It was, I think, 
started—lI believe I am correct in saying that it was started after this 
message. Iam sure it was. 

I am not saying that this message gave to States any claim, moral 
or legal, but I do read this to you in the light of your statement that 
the administration has been opposed to the reimbursement principle. 
The President himself has specifically recommended it. 

Secretary Weexs. Could I ask you to read that language again, 
please ? 

Senator Gore. Let me read the entire paragraph. Would you give 
the secretary a copy of this? It is conclusion and recommendation, 
7 and 8. I will read them and also have the clerk give you a copy: 

Toll roads built to acceptable standards and meeting other requirements of the 
Corporation may be included as segments of the Interstate System. How- 
ever, toll financing is not a satisfactory solution to the full problem of net- 
work modernization. Appropriate credit should be given to those States in 
which adequate sections of the Interstate System have been constructed by State 
or to!l financing, provided the funds thus made available are used for further 
highway improvements. Moreover, States that elect to build further toll 
road sections of the Interstate System should be reimbursed for all cost other 
than financing, provided such funds are used for further highway improvement. 
Obviously these funds woud! hecome available only after all other Federal funds 
had been matched as required by law. 


I believe points 7 and 8 cover that. 
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Secretary Weeks. That, as I pointed out, is in the report of the 
so-called Clay Committee, made in January 1955. Is that the one 
you were reading from ? 

Senator Gorge. Yes. 

Secretary Weeks. I myself don’t consider that as an administration 
position on this matter, because the President transmitted the re- 
port, and when the legislation was under discussion, both in 1955 and 
1956, 1 think we might and did take positions different in detail 
from the general recommendations of the report. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, is it not correct that there were sev- 
eral features of the Clay Committee recommendations and of the 
President’s recommendations that were not incorporated into legis- 
lation when we framed the act ? 

Senator Gore. I was not implying that it was incorporated into the 
act. As I recall, Mr. Secretary, the President not only submitted it 
but specifically endorsed the report. 

If in view of the past history you would like to submit the posi- 
tion of the administration specifically on this point, the committee 
would welcome it. 

Secretary Weeks. We will do that, and gladly do it. It may 
take us a little time to study it out. But I do not, Mr. Chairman— 
I would like to check into it and I wish you would—I do not con- 
sider this as the adminstration’s position or specifically as the Presi- 
dent’s recommendation. I would like to check it. 

Senator Gore. As of now you said that the administration, or you, 
were not in the position to give the specific view of the administration 
on this point. 

Secretary Weeks. No, sir. 

Senator Gorn. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. In this case to which the chairman alluded, the 
Oregon-Washington bridge, if the States of Oregon and Washington 
were to join in putting in that bridge as a project on the Interstate 
System today, or if it was started after the act was passed and they 
were to put it in as a project, at any time that that was approved 
as a project it would be eligible for ‘consideration, wouldn’t it, as a 
part of the Interstate Sy stem ! 

Secretary Werks. I should assume so. 

Senator Gorr. They started, though, before the act was passed. 

Senator McNamara. Is this a toll facility ¢ 

Senator Casr. Not as a toll facility. 

Secretary Weeks. It was a free bridge. 

Senator Case. If he decided to put it in as a free bridge and it was 
on the designated Interstate System at the time that it was proposed 
for construction, couldn’t it be considered the same as any other proj- 
ect. on the designated route ? 

Secretary Werks. I see no reason why it could not. 

Senator Casr. If you were to consider proposing reimbursement 
for free roads that are incorporated into the system, and by “free 
roads” I would embrace either a road that is presently free and ac- 
ceptable to the standards of the system, or a toll road that is proposed 
to be made free for the remainder of its life—would you contemplate 
that reimbursement meant reimbursement to the State for anything 
other than the costs to the State? You wouldn’t pay them. You 
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wouldn’t pay them for what the Federal Government. had contributed 
if it had been part of the Federal-aid system in the first place? 

Secretary Werks. No, I would not. 

Senator Casr. That is all. 

Senator Gore. Since we have called this specific project to mind, 
I see in the rear of the room Mr. Bugge. 

Mr. Bugge, would you mind stepping up here to the table and telling 
us when this particular project was started, and under what condi- 
tions ? 

Mr. Bugge is director of highways for the State of Washington. 


STATEMENT OF W. A. BUGGE, WASHINGTON STATE HIGHWAY 
DIRECTOR 


Mr. Buece. Mr. Chairman, this particular project was gotten under- 
way in May 1956, just prior to the time of the enactment—it was either 
March or May of last year. 

Senator Gorr. You sold the bonds just prior to final enactment of 
the act ¢ 

Mr. Buecr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Did the State of Oregon and the State of Washing- 
ton jointly submit the plans for the project to the Bureau of Roads, 
to ascertain if it would meet the requirements of the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Buaer. At that time, of course, the act hadn’t been enacted, 
when this project was put underway. It was the determination of 
the two States that this would be a toll project. So there were no 
plans submitted to the Bureau until after the act was passed. Then 
we did submit the plans to the Bureau of Public Roads and they ruled 
that they could not consider it as a part of the interstate program. 

Senator Gore. Was there any determination with respect to the 
standards of construction by the Bureau of Roads, as to whether this 
would meet the rccuirements of the Interstate System / 

Mr. Buaee. At the time that the project was put under contract ; no. 

Senator Gore. I thought someone testified, when we held hearings 
at Portland, that some modifications were made in the original design 
in order to meet the requirements of the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Bueer. That is correct. It wasn’t the main bridge. It was 
two © approach structures. After the contract was awarded, the State 
of Oregon, which designed the structure, made changes in these ap- 
»roach structures to meet interstate standards in anticipation at some 
Rate time being reimbursed as part of the interstate program. 

Senator Gore. Do I correctly understand that the program was 
started almost immediately before the act became law, and that the 
project is being construc ted to standards which satisfactorily meet the 
requirements of the Interstate System / 

Mr. Bueer. They would; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. And the State of Washington and the State of Ore- 
gon are jointly promoting the project as a toll road facility, but that 
it is to be an integral part of the Interstate System 4 

Mr. Bucer. That is correct, sir. And it is included in our estimate 
of cost under section 114, which would be moneys reimbursed to the 
State if Congress decided to do so. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara ? 
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Senator McNamara. Is this a bridge under an authority, and who 
isthe authority? Is ita joint authority or what! 

Mr. Buacr. The bridge is being constructed jointly by the State of 
Oregon and the State of W ashington. The financing of the bridge 
is being taken care of by the Washington Toll Bridge Nuthor ity. The 
State of Oregon is designing and constructing the br idge. 

Senator McNamara. Is the faith and credit of the two States in- 
volved in the bonding ? 

Mr. Bucce. They are not. 

Senator McNamara. It is strictly a straight revenue bond project é 

Mr. Buccr. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Mr. Bugge, as a representative of the highway au- 
thority in Washington, would you prefer to use some of your appor- 
tionment of Interstate Highway funds for the State of Washington 
on this bridge or on some ‘other segment of the Interstate System j in 
W ashington - today ¢ 

Mr. Bucce. It was the thinking of the two States at that time, on 
the cost of the bridge, that it was neded, and it was developed as a 
toll project because of the excessive cost. If this project had been 
delayed until such time as the Federal act was in effect, I question very 
much as to the position of the two States as to whether they would 
allocate interstate funds for this particular structure at this time. It 
probably would have bee ? delayed for some time. 

Senator Casr. Then I don’t see any particular inconsistency be- 
tween the policy that you apparently selected, that is, you had a meth- 
od for financing this, so you went ahead to finance this. You aren’t 
deprived of any allocations to the States of Washington and Oregon 
by reason of deferring the time at which the Federal Government may 
purchase the interest of the States in the bridge. 

If you went the other route, and put it in as a project, you would 
be using up a portion of the funds allocated. 

Mr. Buacr. That is correct. 

Senator Case. It wouldn’t change the rate of allocation of the 
States. 

Mr. Buagr. I may say for the record, on this particular project, that 
the construction of this brideg as a toll facility was authorized by the 
respective Legislatures of Oregon and Washington in the year 1953. 
It took State legisl: ation to do so. So it was a project that had gone 
over a period of years in development prior to the time it was ready 
for contract. 

Senator Gore. But as the record stands, as of now the States of 
Oregon and Washington are constructing, from the proceeds of reve- 
nue bonds, a toll facility on the Interstate System, whereas if the two 
States had waited only a matter of weeks, a free facility could have 
been constructed, 90 percent of the cost of which would have been 
borne by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Buecr. If it had been the determination of the two States to 
allocate money to that particular project; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And if you had Sees that you would have delayed 
the prosecution of the portions of the Interstate System in the two 
States to which you are applying your current allocations of interstate 
money ? 

Mr. Bucer. That is correct. 
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Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb ? 

Senator Revercoms. I understand, sir, that you say the States were 
reluctant to allocate any State funds. By that do you mean that even 
at 10 percent they wanted to go ahead with this as a toll bridge, with 
revenue bonds, and not with the States’ finances and the States’ respon- 
sibility ? 

Mr. Buace. At the time this bridge was placed under contract there 

was no Federal-Aid Act of 1956. The question is whether this act 
would become law. As I had pointed out, this bridge had been in the 
planning stage since 1953. It was the determination of the two States 
to proceed as a toll project. The reason, of course, that the determina- 
tion was made was because of the excessive cost and the availability of 
funds, normal funds, from the two States, which either State did not 
have. 

Senator Revercoms. I understand you to say that the States were 
reluctant to commit their public funds for this construction, and that is 
the reason you went to the toll bridge, is that correct? 

Mr. Buecer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator McNamara. What is the total cost of the bridge or the bond 
issue, either one ? 

Mr. Bucce. It will be approximately $14 million. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, when this matter of reimburse- 
ment first arose, I understood the « chairman to s: ay that he was reading 
from the President’s message of 1955. Is that what the fact ws ast 
Is that what your statement was? 

Senator McNamara. It is the Clay report. 

Senator Gore. I think I was reading the title of the report, the 
President’s message. 

Secretary Weeks. I thought you were reading from the Clay report 
transmitted to the President. 

Senator Gore. Here is the front of it: 

National highway program, message from the President of the United States 
relative to a national highway program. 

Senator Hrusxa. Does it not transmit the report of the Clay Com- 
mittee to the Congress? The conclusions which you read are not in 
the President’s message. They are in the report itself. 

Secretary Werexs. This is the highway program, “A Report to the 
President.” Isn’t that the one you were reading from? 

Senator HrusKa. Conclusions 7 and 8 are se 1ined in the report 
of the Clay Committee and are not found in the message of the 
President, as far as I can tell. 

Senator Gore. The concluding sentence in the President’s trans- 
mittal letter is that “They provide a solid foundation for a sound 
program.” I thought that he endorsed the report. 

Senator Hruska. I think he did. 

Senator Gore. And that it was generally called the Eisenhower- 
Clay plan. 

Senator Hruska. That is right. 

Senator Gore. To what extent the Clay plan differs from the 
President’s plan, or the Weeks plan, I am not sure. 
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Senator Hruska. I do believe that if a reading is made from the 
Clay report, it should be attributed that way and not as a part of the 
President’s message. It can be a foundation for legislation, and 
yet not an endorsement of all the details therein. And apparently 
this is one of the details on which the administration, or at least a 
very respectable part thereof, did not agree with. 

Senator Gorn. To the extent that there is a difference, I am glad 
for the record to show it. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. Are you finished with this matter? 

Mr. Buaar. I may say, Mr. Chairman, in your determinations, if 
you decide to reimburse for toll bridges, that both the State of Oregon 
and the State of Washington will have a fine example and we will be 
more than willing to ¢ accept your consideration. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, there is one aspect of this matter 
which I want to call to the attention of the committee and while these 
gentlemen are present. I would like to do it off the record, if I may. 

Senator Gorr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Are there any further questions on that point? 

(No ee ) 

Mr. Secretary, the subcommittee held a hearing on highway prob- 
lems in Lewiston, Idaho, on December 13. At that time Governor 
Smylie testified and suggested that the Congress ought to appropriate, 
and that our committee ought to recommend funds for the specific 
purpose of completing the remaining 13 miles of the Lewis and Clark 
Hisbway, in addition to the usual forest and public land highway 
appropriations. Governor Smylie said: 

I have every reason to believe that, should the Congress take this action, 
these proposals would meet with favor in the executive branch of the Federal 
Government. 

I have been asked to inquire if the Federal Government would, in 
fact, look with favor upon an appropriation to complete the Lewis 
and Clark Highway, in addition to the annual sums recommended 
for the forest highw ays. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE—Resumed 


Secretary Werks. I commented on that in my report, sir. We do 
not favorit. I think if we make a special exception of this particular 
project it would lead to others and would make it difficult of ad- 
ministration, and would require more funds. 

I think, if this is desirable as part of the Interstate System, it 

ought to be so designated, and, if not, then it seems to me it should 
be built under the Federal-aid program. 

Senator Hruska. Would the chairman yield? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Does your letter refer to a 13-mile stretch at 
one point or another? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 
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Senator Hruska. It does not refer to the Lewis and Clark system 
as a whole, you see. I thought perhaps the Secretary’s comments 
were directed to the Lewis and Clark Highway as a whole. 

Secretary Weeks. Well, they are. 

Senator Hruska. This particular letter has to do with a 13-mile 
segment of some portion of the Interstate System. 

Senator Gorr. There are 13 miles of the route in the Lolo Pass 
through the Bitter Root Mountains, on which there is not yet a road- 
bed constructed. The Governor was recommending, if I recall his 
language correctly, a single-shot appropriation bill to push construc- 
tion through this pass the last 13 miles, and he testified, as I recall, 
that if Congress would do this he felt sure it would meet with favor 
in the executive branch of the Federal Government. I have been 
asked to inquire of the Secretary of Commerce if, in fact, that would 
meet with favor. 

Secretary Weeks. Nor, sir; I am afraid it would not. 

Senator Casr. I am wondering if he didn’t mean that the forest 
people might be happy about it? 

Senator Gore. He didn’t identify the Federal Government any 
further. 

Secretary Werks. Would it come in wnder forest roads, Mr. 
Tallamy ? 

Senator Hruska. It is a forest highway, I am informed by a mem- 
ber of the staff. Perhaps Mr. Mutzs can tell us. 

Mr. Murz. It could be a part of the public lands highway system. 

Senator Gore. It is a forest highway. But he was asking for an 
appropriation in addition to the annual forest and public lands high- 
way appropriation. 

I flew over, circled over Lolo Pass. It is a mystery to me how 
both highway construction and railroad construction has avoided 
this natural northwest passage throngh the mountains for a century 
and a half. I do hope that we can find some w ay to complete this 
link cad open to the American people one of the truly historic pioneer 
trails in our country. 

Secretary Weeks. I think, Mr. Chairman, we should take a look at 
that. and do it if it is to be done under the forest—in the regular 
appropriation—do it in the forest highway appropriation. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. How was the Blue Ridge Parkway constructed ? 

Senator Gore. Mr. Turner could answer that. 

Secretary Werks. How was it constructed ? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Turnrr. There were some special appropriations for it. Also, 
the regul: ar appropr lations were used on a portion of it. 

Senator Case. Was it built in part out of parkway funds going to 
the park itself? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Senator Case. Then there were some special appropriations? 

Mr. Turner. And some special appropriations; yes, sir. 

Secretary Weeks. But it was built before the 1956 act, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Turner. Oh, yes. 

Senator Case. Yes, it was built some years ago. 

Senator Hruska. Before the war. Before World War IT. 











FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 53 


Senator Case. I recognize, Mr. Chairman, there is a lot of sound- 
ness to this sentence in the Secretary’s statement : 

Adoption of the resolution would undoubtedly serve as a precedent for similar 
demands for the Federal Government to designate and construct other special 
highways and to provide special funds over and above the regular Federal-aid 
funds apportionment to the States. 

doubt if there is any State that has mountains in it that hasn't 
been impatient at times at the amount of time required to complete 
a route through the mountains. The allocations from forest funds 
or public land funds, or even from the primary and secondary sys- 
tems, don’t go very far in constructing through mountains, and every 
State with mountains in it would welcome special appropriations to 
bridge the gap, or to pick up some segment. 

But to the extent that anything is done, like the Blue Ridge Park- 
way, where it did receive special appropriations, it makes it more 
difficult to refuse pleas for special consideration in other instances. 

Secretary Werks. Senator, that is the way we feel. We have a great 
program here, both interstate and Federal aid, a much larger program 
in the Federal aid field, and the forest highway program. I think 
anything that is done ought to come under 1 of those 3 blankets. That 
is our position. 

Senator Case. And of course States can augment the allocations 
from the forest or park funds by using some of the Federal primary 
aid, and many of them do if it is necessary to bridge a gap. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Secretary, you testified yesterday, both in your 
original statement and in response to inquiries from Senator Neu- 
berger, that you did not designate Interstate System mileage without 
consultation with the States, but that you had suggested desirable 
routes and had advised the States that if they would apply for this 
designation it would be forthcoming; that if they did not like it, 
you might use it otherwise. Is that a fair summation of your state- 
ment ¢ 

Secretary Werks. I think so, sir. 

Senator Gore. Did you make that decision or who did make the 
decision 4 

Secretary Werks. On these suggested routes / 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Secretary Wrrxs. I made the decision, on the recommendation of 
the Bureau, and went over the whole layout very carefully. We also 
of course got the approval of the Defense Department. But the 
responsibility was mine, and I accepted it, gladly and readily. 

Senator Gore. The decision was made then at the Secretary’s level ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. I spent quite a little time on it per- 
sonally. 

Senator Gore. With engineers or with politicians? 

Secretary Weeks. With engineers. 

Senator Kucuen. I am glad the chairman issued that disclaimer 2 
little while ago against any partisan comment, because some people 
might infer that the last question was or could be interpreted as 
partisan in nature, 

Senator Gorr. Some of these routes are in States represented hy 
Democrats, Senator, and neither party has a monopoly on—— 

Senator Kucner. Virtue, wisdom—— 

Senator Hruska. Or politicians. 
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Senator Gore. Thank you for your assistance. 

Mr. Secretary, you know my views on this, I am sure, and you have 
had ample opportunity to express yourself. I think this is a serious 
breach of cooperative relationship between the Federal Government 
and the State governments in this truly cooperative program of high- 
way construction. It is hardly showing proper regard and respect for 
your partners in this program, the State highway departments and 
the Governors of the respective States, to announce what, in effect, is 
a designation, though not legally a designation, of an interstate route 
in States without even so much as consultation. 

I know that some States have reported to me that first knowledge 
they had of this suggestion or designation was when they read it in 
the newspapers. 

I do hope that more regard will be shown hereafter to the coopera- 
tive relationship that has prevailed. 

Senator Kucurn. May I ask a question of the Secretary at that 
point ? 

Senator Gort. Yes, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Secretary, when the chairman stated, or 
paraphrased what you said yesterday, and you agreed it was a proper 
statement, he went on to say that it was your position that where 
you indicated to a State that a portion of its highway sysem would 
be approved for incorporation in the Interstate System if the State 
were to ask it, that you then went on and indicated if it did not ap- 
prove it you then would take other means of utilizing that system, or 
words to that effect. 

What does this mean? I mean, suppose a State said, “No, we are 
not going to make a request to put a piece of highway running from 
point A to point B in the Interstate System,” and you believed it 
should be in the Interstate System. What then would you have in 
mind, what would the Department have in mind to do with respect 
to that stretch of road, assuming there was a definite interest in it 
or another national interest? What would be available to you to 
do under the law ? 

Secretary Werks. Well, we have these criteria: System integra- 
tion, national defense, population, and economic factors. They are 
weighted 30, 30, 20, and 20. 

If State A has some requests under this—we have about 13,000 
miles of requests—if State A has requests for a route which does not 
fit into a national Interstate System under these criteria, but does 
very adequately serve the State’s needs, then we would have to turn 
that State down and maybe go to another State. 

But as I visualized, and I am sure Mr. Rothschild, Mr. Tallamy, 
and all the Bureau visualize, this Interstate System is something de- 
signed to connect these main cities and to serve the national defense 
and so on. 

Senator Kucuen. Of course it is, and we agree. 

Secretary Weeks. I can cite my own State on this. They are very 
displeased with me, some of them. 

Senator Kucnext. Turn it around, Mr. Secretary. Suppose you 
suggested to State A that a piece of its road be put in the Interstate 
System, and State A said, “No, we are not going to make that re- 
quest.” What could your Department, under Federal law today, do 
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with respect to utilizing that section of a State road system? What 
could you'do? 

Secretary Weeks. I think we would have to sit down and reason 
it out and see if we couldn’t come to some accommodation. But if 
the road duplics utes another road, if you have a road here that is on 
the Interstate System and here is another road that the State is ada- 
mant about, and simply duplicates it, I think we would have to say 
no, we cannot approve it for the Interstate System, and put it on the 
ABC-aid program, " something of that nature. 

Senator Kucuer. I don’t think anyone would quarrel with that, 
and I won’t take but just another moment. But again, if your sug- 
gestion is turned down by a State, does the Department of Commerce 
have any authority to utilize that section of a State-road system which 
you believe ought to be in the Interstate System but which the State 
does not believe should be in it ? 

Secretary Weeks. My understanding is that we cannot put a road 
in the Interstate System without approval. 

Senator Gore. Senator, it is not a question of utilizing a section 
of highway, it is a question of utilizing the allowable mileage of the 
Interstate System. 

Yesterday Mr. Tallamy testified that the States of Washington and 
Oregon, in the event they decline to apply for and approve the sugges- 
tions of the Department of Commerce, could not apply to have that 
mileage designated on some other route. I don’t think he really 
meant that they could not apply. Obviously they could apply for 
anything they desire. 

I take it you meant, Mr. Tallamy, that their application would 
not be considered, rather than to say they could not apply to use that 
mileage on some other route. Just what was your exact meaning? 

Mr. Tartamy. I understood the question to be phrased in such a 
manner that I was asked whether or not mileage could be used and 
would be used in another location in those States. There were two 
States involved. 

In answer to what I thought was the question, I said that the State, 
if it decided not to request a designation of the particular route in- 
volved, could not, automatically, use the mileage in that particular 
route that was involved in another location. And then I pointed 
out 

Senator Gorn. You didn’t use the word “automatically” yesterday. 
T don’t know why you use it today. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I am using it for emphasis. 

Senator Gore. There is no “automatic” in the law. No interstate 
mileage can be designated by other than the Secretary of Commerce. 
So there is no w ay “that the State could automatically use it on the 
same route that hadn’t been designated. 

Mr. Tatitamy. No. But I thought the question was phrased in 
such a manner that the equivalent mileage would, by action of the 
Secretary and action of the State, be designated for other routes 
in those two States, an equivalent amount of mileage. And then, 
in answer to what I thought was the question, I said that that would 
not take place; that in the allocation, or at least our recommendation 
for the allocation of mileage for designation and for reservation, we 
considered them on the matter of their importance—speaking of all 
of the requests—their importance to the national defense, system 
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integration, population served, and to the economic values, and that 
many other routes in the United States which we have analyzed would 
probably be very much higher than any other route that they might 
select. If they did select 

Senator Gore. Which means, if I may interrupt, that you have 
told the States of Washington and Oregon that if they want to apply 
for an interstate route, according to the suggestions of the Secretary 
of Commerce, they can have 90 ‘percent of its cost paid; but if they 
don’t apply for it on this particular route about which they were 
not consulted, then it is very probable that many other routes and 
many other States will have a higher priority for your consideration. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Hruska. I should like to comment on this entire matter 
of suggested mileage, 508 miles, and suggested modification of 547 
miles of a route proposed by the States which are referred to in the 
Secretary’s statement at page 5. As I read this act, and as I envision 
this entire subject, I don’t think it was a dereliction of duty nor an 
indication of lack of cooperation with the States that the Secretary 
exhibited herein. 

On the contrary, he was carrying out the duty with which he is 
charged by this Congress. | think if we refer to section 108, for 
example, of this act, it says: 





It is hereby declared to be essential to the national interest to provide for the 
early completion of the National System of Interstate Highways. 

And then in that same section this language occurs: 

Because of its primary importance to the national defense, the name of this 
system is hereby changed to the “National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways.” 

Now then, here is a situation where the interjection of 508 miles for 
consideration by the States will subserve that purpose. It will make 
of the system an integrated system and one which will fully comply 
with the requirements set out in the national policy as expressed in 
this statute. 

If he did not do so, I think he would be subject to the most severe 
criticism that he is not doing what should be done. 

To the extent that he has done so—we hear so much about bold and 
imaginative steps being taken from time to time—when they are taken 
they are criticized as being encroachments upon States’ prerogatives. 
T submit that when that procedure is followed, or is proposed by way 
of suggestion for 508 miles out of a total of 41,000 miles, the Depart- 
ment of Commerce fulfilling its duties and its reponsibilities, rather 
than showing a lack of cooperation. 

I for one want to commend the Department of Commerce and its 
Secretary for the step that it has taken in this way, and again submit 
that what he says is correct that he is not dictating at all to ) the States: 
that he is suggesting. And if the suggestions are not taken and the 
States want to get along without that “suggested mileage, it is because 
of the situation that is imposed upon him ‘by law, for which C ongress 
is responsible, and not the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that Senator 
Hruska has made an excellent statement of the 1 responsibilities of the 
Secretary and the Department, and there is nothing in the suggestions 
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made that is a better illustration of giving consideration to the na- 
tional interest than in this Oregon-Washington connection. 

Reference to the map, which all may see, you will note that from 
the highly developed military situation in the Salt Lake-Ogden area, 
with its depots, that a direct route of a controlled-access highway 
from that area to the Seattle-Bellingham area is provided by making 
that connection. It makes a direct diagonal from Ogden and Salt 
Lake City up to Ellensburg, Wash., and makes a connection from 
Pendleton northwest. 

Senator Hruska. In which area many military installations are 
found, and depots. Isn't that true, Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case. Yes. And without that connection the traffic would 
either have to take highways that do not have a controlled access, or 
vo around the two sides of a triangle, rather than one. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, I want to heartily jom in the 
statement that has been made, and commend the approach to this 
question by the Secretary of Commerce from a national viewpoint. 
As I understand the law that is what the purpose of the whole act is, 
to set up commercial and defense highways from the national view- 
point. And in doing that, if the Secretary of Commerce in his judg- 
ment finds that there are roads that fit into this program best that 
have not been asked for by the State, surely there is no wrong; cer- 
tainly there is not a case of noncompliance with the law when he 
suggests to the States that this mileage here, this particular road, fits 
into the national picture. 

So I do join Senator Hruska and Senator Case in commending the 
Secretary of Commerce for this approach. 

There is one question before the Secretary leaves the stand that I 
would like to ask, and I advert to the subject momentarily of using 
the funds authorized under the Federal Highway Act of 1956 for 
moving utility facilities on the route, and I call attention to the 
language used by the Secretary on page 9 of the printed statement, 
which is a part of his testimony, in which he reached this expressed 
conclusion : 


If Federal-aid funds continue to be available to reimburse the States for the 
cost of relocating utility facilities, Federal expenditures for that purpose will 
increase substantially, with the result that correspondingly less will be available 
for the construction of highways. 

That conclusion is, in my opinion, entirely sound and right. How- 
ever, [ turn to page 6 of the printed statement of the Secretary of 
Commerce, which is a part of the testimony given heretofore to the 
committee, and there he expresses his views upon the control of ad- 
vertising along these interstate roads. The Secretary reiterates a 
position that we know he has held, that there should be Federal legis- 
lation upon this subject. And he refers to S. 963, which is pending 
hefore this committee, and which relates to the control of outdoor 
advertising on property adjacent to the Interstate System. The Sec- 
retary there says, and I quote: } 

I am in wholehearted accord with this general objective. 


This we know has been the position of the Secretary. 
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However, I want to call to the Secretary’s attention that in S. 963, 
which is a bill that provides for an agreement between the States 
and the Secretary of Commerce if the State elects to control advertis- 
ing along the Interstate Highways, which provision provides 
that the Federal Government, as an inducement, I suppose, will pay 
three-fourths of 1 percent of the cost of a particular project along 
which the State elects to control advertising, which three-fourths of 
1 percent we have understood here can amount to the sum of $275 
million. 

And will not that, Mr. Secretary, come out of the funds for con- 
struction of roads? In other words, will not the same conclusion 
apply with respect to S. 963 expressed by you on page 9 with respect to 
expenditure of funds for moving utility facilities, will it not result 
that correspondingly less will be available for the construction of high- 

ways? 

Secretary Werks. I am a little confused, Mr. Chairman, because, 
as I recall it, our proposal was to take the money from the allocation 
to the States if they did not work into this control business. 

Senator Revercoms. I understand that the first bill presented here 
by the Department of Commerce would have penalized those States 
that failed to control advertising. 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. By deducting from their 90 percent a certain 
amount of the money. But S. 963 provides that a reward, an addi- 
tional amount, will be paid, an additional amount to the 90 percent. 
That is correct, isn’t it ? 

Secretary Weeks. I think so. 

Senator Revercoms. That is correct, I know. Will not that money 
come out of the funds set aside from the construction of roads, and 
thereby reduce the amount available for construction ? 

Secretary Werks. That is obvious, and our original position was to 
apply a penalty rather than an inducement. 

enator Revercoms. I know that, and some of us of the committee 
differed with the Secretary on that point, about penalizing. But as 
the bill is written today, the three-fourths of 1 percent will come out 
of the funds, and thereby reduce the amount available for construction 
of highways. Isn’t that plain and clear? 

Secretary Weeks. I should assume so, yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Isn’t it so? 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. That of course could be met by specific appro- 
priations for the purpose of control of highways, I take it ? 

Secretary Weeks. Well, I think it is just a case here of how badly 
do you want to control advertising. If you really want to control it, 
then try to work out an arr angement that will accomplish that ob- 
jective. I don’t want to see money taken from the fund to do any- 
thing except to build roads. Obviously this is a part of the road 
program, as we see it. We believe that these roads are built for 
national defense and to provide safe tr ansportation, and on the record 
they will provide much safer transportation than the average road 
that we think of. 

We believe that this control of outdoor advertising is necessary 
from a safety standpoint. These speeds will range up ‘to 70 miles an 
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hour, and it isn’t good to have a lot of advertising staring you in the 
face when you are going that fast. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Secret ary, you believe in visual education, don’t 
you ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. I certainly do. 

Senator Scorr. You get a lot of it by reading signs. 

Secretary Werks. If you control the speed limit at 40 miles an 
hour, we can put them all on. 

Senator Revercoms. Just one more question, if I may. 

The purpose of my questions, Mr. Secretary, were to bring out 
that in the bill pending before us, the bill before the committee, still 
subject to consideration, it requires the payment of a very considerable 
amount, if passed in its present form, and that would lessen the 
amount of money for construction of the highways themselves. That 
is the point I want to present to you. 

Secretary Wrexs. Mr. Chairman, that is correct, and then again it 
isn’t correct. I mean if you put this money up for this purpose, 
you are still going to build the 41,000 miles; you are going to keep 
the trust fund open until they are built. 

Senator Revercoms. But doesn’t the same conclusion that you have 
reached on the mov ing of utility facilities apply with respect to this? 

Secretary Weeks. | would have to take that under advisement, 
Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. I would say that conclusion is inescapable, Mr. 
Secretary. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the Secretary a 
question in line with the colloquy that just went on. 

Were your remarks intended to be an endorsement of the legislation 
referred to? 

Secretary Weeks. Not the specific legislation; no, sir, just in gen- 
eral principles. 

Senator McNamara. I think it is good for the record to show that. 
I was rather confused as to whether you were endorsing the pending 
legislation or not. Yousay you are not ? 

Secretary Werks. I am in wholehearted accord with this general 
objective. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I have a question I think that 
may be of general interest. It seems that the State pays the con- 
tractors for material which will be used in projects, such as wire 
mesh, steel for bridges, and such other material, which has to be 
stockpiled in advance. The States cannot bill the Bureau of Public 
Roads for this material since the Bureau won’t pay until the material 
actually is used in the project, and the project completed. This means 
the State is out of funds for various periods. 

At the present time our State has about a million dollars invested 
in this stockpiled material, for which it can’t collect from the Bureau. 
However, our State officials indicate that about $20 million will be in 
this category of stockpiling during the summer. It will be several 
months before the various projects can be completed and the State 

can collect from the Bureau. However, as some is collected from 
the Bureau the State will be paying out more at the other end for 
materials. 
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Is this the policy, not to pay for stockpiled materials, even though 
the State reimburses the contractor ? 

Secretary Weeks. I will ask Mr. Tallamy to answer that. 

Mr. Tattamy. Under the law, we cannot pay for material until it 
is actually incorporated into the work. And of course if a State has 
a stockpile somewhere, it isn’t actually in the work. I can understand 
the.problem. 

Senator McNamara. This isn’t a State stockpile. This is where the 
contract has been let and the contractor has secured material in-ad- 
vance, and stockpiled it. Then the State reimburses him for that. 
Not a State stockpile but a contractor’s stockpile.. That has been the 
policy over the years. It is nothing new. And if a State has this 
policy—and most of them do, I understand—it ties up funds that 
could be used for roads for long ober of time. This is particularly 
true when you have to order steel shapes for structures well in ad- 
vance, and you have to take delivery whenever you can. You have to 
pay for them. I wonder if that shouldn’t be given some further con- 
sideration. Not for general stockpiling, but stockpiling for a specific 
portion of the State highway, or in the State highway system. 

Mr. Fatiamy. It would require legislation, of course. 

Senator McNamara. Would it‘ 

Mr. Tauiamy. Yes, sir. We are specifically required not to pay 
for anything until it is actually incorpor: ated into the work. 

Mr...Nasu. The law uses the word “actually.” It says “which is 
actually put into such construction or reconstruction, in accordance 
with said plans and specifications.” 

Senator McNamara. Since this is actually a contract for a portion 
of the road, and this is actually purchased and paid for, “actually” 
is, subject to interpretation. 

Mr. Nasu. It says “actually put into construction.” 

Senator Case. Can you make advances on engineering courses? 

Mr. Nasu. Not until the work is actually done. 

Senator Case. You havea good point. 

Secretary Werks. We would be most happy to check into that. 

Mr. Tattamy. We have checked into it. Your State has requested 
us. to. do it, and we have looked into it very thoroughly, and we have 
a legal opinion on it that we can’t do it. So it would require a change 
in the law. 

Senator McNamara. All right. I think that takes care of it. 

Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuex.. Mr. Chairman, first of all I do want to associate 
myself with the comments made some time ago by Senator Hruska. 
I do believe that Mr. Tallamy arid the Department have pursued this 
responsibility with great efficiency. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, 3 yesterday some comments were made by some 
members of the committee on the problem of increased costs, and spe- 
cific comments were made with respect to the item of labor. I ask 
unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that the record include the texts— 
both short—of some comments, one of which has been made by the 
Bureau of Roads in connection with this subject. under the title “Tabor 
Usage in Highway Construction as Influenced by Improved Equip- 
ment.” 
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And secondly, “The Bunk About Wage Costs,” by Mr. George B. 
Riley, an able spokesman for labor. I was one of those who do be- 
lieve in the Davis-Bacon Act. That is Republican legislation, I 
might add. It is good, and it should apply as it does apply to this 
legisl: ition, and I think that a reading of both these articles might 
be helpful to those who want realistic ally to study the problem. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, they will be printed in the 
record. 

(The articles referred to are as follows :) 


LABOR USAGE IN HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION AS INFLUENCED BY 
IMPROVED KQUIPMENT 


(By the Construction Branch, Bureau of Public Roads; reported by Edwin 
J. Coppage, Jr., Chief Construction Management Section, and Edwin L. 
Stern, supervising highway engineer ) 


Labor usage data collected by the Bureau of Public Roads since 1944 indicate 
a pronounced decrease in the number of man-hours of direct labor require€ for 
a given physical volume of highway construction. Direct labor is defined as 
labor employed by the contractor at or near the site of the project. Indirect 
labor is that employed in the off-site production, manufacture, or shipment of 
materials, supplies, or equipment used, and labor induced by the respending of 
wages earned on the project. 

The decrease in man-hour usage, which is illustrated in figures 1 and 2, is 
basically due to increased productivity of the labor-equipment combination re- 
sulting from great strides that have been made by manufacturers in developing 
more efficient construction equipment. 

The curve in figure 1 shows the trend of man-hour usage per million dollars 
of construction cost from 1944 to 1955 and projected to 1970. The data for the 
plotted points are based on labor usage and contract costs reported by con- 
tractors for Federal-aid highway-construction projects. The projected trend 
for the years 1955-70 was made by deriving an empirical formula for a smooth 
curve to fit the plotted points from 1944 to 1954. From a value of approxi- 
mately 217,700 man-hours per million dollars construction cost in 1944, the 
factor had .decreased 43 percent to about 123,000 in 1955. The projected curve 
indicates values of 104,000 for 1960 and 80,000 for 1970. 

Since a million dollars purchased a different physical volume of work each 
year, due to varying price levels, the factors have been adjusted by means 
of the Bureau of Public Roads highway construction price index to show 
for each year, the man-hours required to produce a physical volume of con- 
struction equivalent to that which could be purchased for a million dollars in 
1954. 

The practical application of the labor usage factors is found in estimating 
manpower requirements for various size highway construction programs and 
in evaluating changes in productivity and the effect of such changes on highway 
construction prices. 


FACTORS AFFECTING FUTURE LABOR REQUIREMENTS 


The curve in figure 1 is plotted to follow the more significant known points, 
the trend of which is projected to represent future potentials. The actual 
factors, subsequent to 1955, may differ appreciably from the projected curve 
if there are changes in the trends of labor and equipment availability, in the 
trend of equipment improvement, and in the trend of wage rates. For example, 
in case of a scarcity of labor, it would be the tendency on contractors to increase 
their usage of laborsaving equipment, thus lowering the man-hour factor. If 
the trend in equipment improvement becomes more pronounced, a reduced labor 
factor will result. A pronounced increase in the wage-rate trend could have the 
effect of causing contractors to increase their usage of improved equipment, 
thereby lowering the man-hour usage factor. A decrease in the wage-rate trend 
could have the opposite effect. 

The annual labor usage factors shown in figure 1 have been used in deriving 
the estimated labor requirements for all highway construction during the 13- 
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year period, 1957-69. To bring all highway systems up to adequacy, as deter- 
mined by the nationwide highway needs study published in 1955, 8.2 billion man- 
hours of labor would be required during the 13-year period, or an average annual 
labor force of about 396,000 workers, assuming 1,600 man-hours per year per 
worker. 

INCREASED PRODUCTIVITY, 1944-55 


Figure 2 and table 1 show the relation, each year, from 1944 through 1955, 
between the physical volume of all highway construction performed and the 
number of man-hours of labor used. These data indicate that the construction 
volume in 1955 was nearly 9 times that for 1944, while labor usage in 1955 


was 5 times that for 1944. The divergence between the two curves in figure 2 
is indicative of increased productivity of the labor-equipment combination. 

The 43-percent reduction in labor usage factors since 1944 is equivalent to a 
Similar reduction in contractors’ labor costs. During the period 1944-55, con- 
struction bid prices incerased about 35 percent. Had there been no reduction in 
labor usage factors, the bid price increase during this period would have been 
approximately 61 percent. 
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Figure 2.—Comparison between physical volume (excluding 
right-of-way and engineering costs) of all highway construc- 
tion and highway construction labor usage. 








FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 65 


TABLE 1.—Comparison between physical volume of all highway construction and 
highway construction labor usage 


| | 








| Physical volume Labor usage 
Calendar year 
| Construction! Index, 1944= | Man-hours | Index, 1944= 
expenditures ! 100 100 
Billions Millions 

cts sre i ee stale eliichalaal $0. 448 100.0 97.6 100.0 
in sos cate 459 | 102.5 94.3 | 96.5 
1946___- oi ae ‘ | . 986 | 220.1 193. 4 198. 1 
WF wins 1. 590 | 354. 9 305.7 | 313.0 
1948 1. 406. 9 342. 4 | 350. 6 
1949 = 460. 3 369. 2 378.2 
1950 | a 505, 1 374.8 383. 8 
1951 2 543.3 370.6 379. 5 
1952 2. { 579. 0 374.9 | 384. 0 
1953 2.§ 649. 1 399. 8 | 409. 5 
1954 3. 816.7 474.5 | 486. 0 
1955 3 5! 884. 4 488.8 500. 6 











1 Construction expenditures, adjusted to 1954 bid price level, exclude costs of right-of-way and engineeringg 


THe HigHway PrRoGRAM—FACcT AND FIcTion: THE BUNK ABouT WaGE Costs 
(By George D. Riley, legislative representative, AFL—CIO) 


The Federal highway program was announced originally as a $101 billion 
undertaking. When it appeared that many citizens were having difficulty in 
thinking in such vast terms, a $50 billion figure started circulation, and the 
States went thoroughly conservative in their estimates of costs for highway 
construction to be done within their boundaries. 

The $50-billion tag took hold. Congress passed the legislation. Money began 
to pour into the trust funds. Mentally, the Nation’s motorists started riding on 
the new limited-access roads. 

Now there are signs that the original $101 billion figure may be nearer the 
real amount for the same mileage contemplated in the $50 billion which Congress 
envisaged when it wrapped up the highway legislation last year. 

State-by-State estimates of construction costs were compiled for the informa- 
tion of Congress in 1954. Now, according to Engineering News-Record, “high- 
way Officials are shocked over skyrocketing costs of the new Federal highway 
building program.” 

And an attempt is made to pin the blame on labor costs. 

But last February the United States Department of Commerce pointed out 
that wage costs in highway construction are vastly on the decline while contract 
bid figures are on a steep incline. 

“Road construction volume in 1955,” the Department of Commerce said, “was 
9 times that for 1944, while labor usage in 1955 was (only) 5 times that for 
1944.” 

As the machines used in road construction mount in size and increase in 
efficiency, the labor cost factor diminishes, thus providing a rebuttal to Engi- 
neering News-Record, to the Carolinas branch of the Associated General Con- 
tractors, and to all others who are engaged in spreading the “increased labor 
costs” fallacy. 

The position of the low-wage regional branch of the Associated General Con- 
tractors has been summed up as follows: 

“Carolinas branch, AGC, staged an all-out fight last year to defeat the 
Davis-Bacon section of the highway bill, branding it as ‘unnecessary, expensive, 
and a tool of union officials.’ ” 

And so the Carolinas branch carries on for the lowest wages possible—or at 
least against a law which requires that the wage rates shall be the same as 
those paid for similar work in the community. 

Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks, no dear friend to the Davis-Bacon 
Act, has done the cause of the Carolinas branch no good by coming up with the 
actual facts and figures regarding highway construction wages and their rela- 
tion to total costs as reflected in the bid figures. He has told the Carolinas 
branch that with each passing year the cost of labor will be less and less. One 
reason is improved equipment—machines, for example, which lay bituminous 
topping at the rate of 84 feet a minute. 

But as steadily as highway contract bid figures rose between 1944 and 1955, 
it is evident that more recently they have climbed even higher. 
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John H. Lyons, Jr., general organizer of the iron workers, called attention to 
some interesting points at the recent national legislative conference of the build- 
ing and construction trades department. 

He explained that equalizing of wage rates, benefits, and working conditions 
through legislation opens the door to more competitive bidding and more effi- 
cient construction. He cited recently awarded highway contracts which were an 
average of 75 percent greater than estimates that had been prepared only 3 
months earlier. 

In the same period building construction costs rose only 12 percent. Those 
contractors involved in the 12-percent rise are those who pay benefits and 
operate under conditions which the building trades endeavor to make apply to 
all Government construction, whereas the highway contractors do not so operate, 

It is interesting to take a look at cost studies concerning all types of highway 
construction during 1956. In New York State labor costs were about 29.5 per- 
cent of all costs. In California, another high-wage State, labor costs averaged 
29.3 percent. In Florida, a low-wage State, the average labor cost was 21.9 
percent. 

Statistics on labor costs by themselves do not present the full picture. To 
assess the part which labor costs play in relation to overall construction costs, 
it is necessary to consider the sharp decline in the amount of labor employed 
in highway construction as a result of the use of new methods and new 
machinery. 

The Bureau of Public Roads, United States Department of Commerce, recently 
completed a study which showed very clearly how the man-hours of direct labor 
in highway construction had decreased between 1944 and 1955. The findings 
were published in the February issue of Public Roads, the Bureau’s magazine. 

The Bureau of Public Roads, on the basis of data on the use of labor col- 
lected by it since 1944, found a pronounced decrease in the number of man-hours 
of direct labor required for a given physical volume of highway construction. 
Direct labor was defined as “labor employed by the contractor at or near the 
site of the project.” 

For the most part, these are the workers who are covered by the prevailing 
wage requirements of the Highway Act. 

In its study the Bureau of Public Roads learned that between 1944 and 1955 
there was a reduction in labor usage factors of 43 percent. Such a reduction 
naturally meant a tremendous drop in contractors’ labor costs. This great 
decrease in the number of hours of labor required, the Bureau found, was 
basically due to “increased productivity of the labor-equipment combination 
resulting from great strides that have been made by manufacturers in develop- 
ing more efficient construction equipment.” 

In plain words, automation has come to the highway construction field, and 
the road contractor today uses something like a half of the workers he did in 
1944. 

The Bureau of Public Roads gave due regard to the changes in price levels 
which occurred between 1944 and 1955 and made the necessary adjustments, 
using the Bureau’s highway construction price index. The Bureau’s figures are 
as accurate as humanly possible. No one can honestly argue that the findings 
reported are not authentic. 

The Bureau of Public Roads has also projected its study to cover the whole 
period of the Federal highway program up to 1970. After showing that from 
a value of approximately 217,700 man-hours per million dollars of construction 
costs in 1944 the man-hours fell off to about 123,000 in 1955, the study indicates 
the drop in 1960 will be to 104,000 man-hours and for 1970 it will be down to 
80,000 man-hours. 

As noted earlier in this article, it was found that road construction volume 
in 1955 was nearly 9 times that for 1944, while the amount of labor used in 1955 
was only 5 times that for 1944. 

This study by the Bureau of Public Roads of the United States Department 
of Commerce should lay to rest the increased labor costs bugaboo so dear to the 
hearts of low-wage road contractors. 

It is evident that labor costs in highway construction are diminishing. There- 
fore, labor costs cannot possibly be blamed for any increases in expenditures for 
the new roads. The facts are plain. Now it will be interesting to see whether 
the foes of labor will stop or continue their false allegations about increased 
labor costs. 

Senator Gore. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 


Tuesday. 
(Thereupon, at 11:38 a. m.., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, January 14, 1958.) 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 1958 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Scott, Case, Cotton, Revercomb, and 
Hruska. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, your testimony on the fiscal aspects of the highway 
program was deferred until the presentation of the President’s budget. 
Before you start, you will be advised that the chairman of this sub- 
committee will vigorously oppose the further raids on the highway 
trust fund which the President’s budget proposes. Instead of a trust 
fund, you are to turn it intoa grab bag. No wonder it is unbalanced. 
With that, you may proceed. Laughte r.| 





SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRE- 
TARY OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR; LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, 
UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE; CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, GENERAL COUNSEL, BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND FRANK C. TURNER, DEPUTY COMMIS- 
SIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Secretary Werks. Mr. Chairman, that gets me off to a good start 
now. 

Senator Gore. Well, you know, I watched some gooney birds take 
off this morning from Midway, on television, and they had difficulty 
getting off the ground, so I thought I would give you a running start. 

Secretary Werks. This I appreciate. 

I have a very short statement which, if I may, I will read. 

Mr. Chairman, when I appeared before your committee last week 
I stated that the President’s budget would contain certain information 
relating to the highway trust fund and for this reason did not discuss 
the financing of the Federal-aid program. 

The President’s message transmitting the budget yesterday con- 
tained several new recommendations which, if adopted, would affect 
receipts and disbursements of this fund. It stated as a general princi- 
ple that when the Government provides a service conferring a special 
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quasi-commercial benefit on certain groups above and beyond benefits 
to the public generally, the beneficiaries should be charged for it 
rather than the general taxpayer. 

In conformity with this principle the President recommended that 
the cost of the forest highway and public lands highway programs 
should be borne, not by the general public as in the ps vast, but by high- 
way users. T his would be : accomplished by financing these programs 
from the trust fund rather than from the general funds of the 
Treasury. 

As a further application of this principle, the President has recom- 
mended that the gasoline tax now collected from users of the airways 
should be made available for the operation and maintenance of navi- 
gational aids used by the flying public. To accomplish this objective, 
the President has recommended that the aviation gasoline tax not be 
transferred to the trust fund. 

Draft legislation implementing both of these propos: ils is being pre- 
pared by this Department for submission to the Congress as soon as 
possible. 

It has been the practice of the Treasury Department in connection 
with other trust funds, such as the Federal old-age and survivors in- 
surance trust fund and the Federal disability insurance trust fund, 
to charge against such funds the costs of their administration. The 
President has recommended that this practice be followed in the case 
of the highway trust fund. 

These three proposals, if adopted, would result in diminishing some- 
what the funds available for completion of the Interstate System, if 
authorizations for the primary, secondary, and urban programs con- 
tinue at presently contemplated levels. These recommendations, to- 
gether with the continuation of previous appropriations from the trust 
fund for administrative costs of the Department of Labor in deter- 
mining prevailing wages for highway contracts, would diminish the 
availability of funds for the Interstate System duri ing fiscal year 1959 
by approximately $68 million. It is anticipated that this amount 
would decrease in future fiscal years because of the substantial conver- 
sion of our civilian air transport fleet to jet propulsion, not fueled by 
gasoline. 

May I again point out to this subcommittee that experience both as 
to trust fund receipts and as to Interstate System construction costs 
is quite limited. Until there shall be a sufficient actual experience to 
enable Congress to better appraise both income and expenditure proba- 
bilities, I see no need for additional revenue legislation. 

I believe, however, that the subcommittee, in order better to under- 
stand the situation as it exists now, must have some idea of what may 
be anticipated in the future in view of such experience as we have had. 
After I have been excused and Mr. Tallamy has been called to testify, 
I have asked him to comment and present illustrative charts detailing 
the estimated projection of that aa lence. 

Senator Gore. I notice, Mr. Secretary, that you say that the appro- 
ee for forest highways should not be by the general public but 

vy highway users. Is it not the general public that benefits from the 
revenue and the products of our national forests? 


Secretary Weeks. I do not know whether the account balances out, 


revenue against expense of operation but, yes, if there is a credit bal- 
ance, I would assume the general public benefits. 
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Senator Gore. Well, the Government sells vast amounts of timber 
every year that goes into the general fund, does it not? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir; but as I say, I have no personal knowl- 
edge of whether it balances out or not. 

Senator Gore. You propose to saddle highway users with this gen- 
eral expenditure. Do you know of any special benefit the highway 
users derive from development of forest roads ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Well, our proposal will involve the roads that 
are on the Federal-aid system. 

Senator Casr. Forest roads and trails—you are differentiating ? 

Secretary Weeks. Forest roads and trails, where they might be an 
extension of the Federal-aid system would fit into the picture, but 
otherwise, we would anticipate and we expect that the Department 
of Agriculture would make some provision for taking care of the 
forest roads and trails that are not on the Federal system or could 
not be made a part of the Federal-aid system continuation. 

Senator Gore. For your information, the Treasury received from 
the sale of Federal timber last year, $97,619,548. That went into the 
general fund ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. That went to the benefit of the general public and 
yet you propose to raid the trust fund and saddle further burdens 
upon highway users for this general benefit. 

Secretary Werks. Mr. Chairman, whatever went into the Treasury 
as a result of the sale of forest products went into the general receipts, 
just as in some of our bureaus, our receipts go into the general fund 
and are not offset against the cost of operating the particular bureau. 
I think to have the whole story, that you want to know what it costs 
to administer these forests and offset it against the receipts from the 
sale of timber. 

Senator Gore. Senator Scott? 

Senator Scorr. No. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary, this is a new idea to 
me. I would want to reserve judgment on it but I do want to make 
clear that apparently you are distinguishing between the forest high- 
way funds and forest roads and trails. 

Secretary Werks. I didn’t understand that. 

Senator Case. You are distinguishing between forest highway 
funds and forest roads and trails. 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. The forest highways, within my experience, are those 
which are on designated parts of a Federal-aid system, either the pri- 
mary or the interstate in most cases. 

Secretary Werks. Not the interstate, secondary and primary. 

Senator Case. They could be interstate, could they not? — 

Secretary Werks. The legislation we shall submit will only cover 
class 1 and 2 roads. Class 3 are not included except as they may be 
considered an extension of the Federal-aid primary and secondary 
system and then they would be transferred to that system. 

Senator Casr. Yes; of course. Before we were designating as the 
Interstate System your primary and secondary designation forest 
highways, or put it the other way, the forest highways might be a 
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segment of a road which otherwise would be a part of a numbered 
United States highway. 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. You are not proposing that the forest roads and 
trails money or the parks service roads be financed out of the trust 
fund? 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. We are hoping and expecting 
that the Department of Agriculture will pick up the forest roads and 
trails. 

Senator Case. So that the roads which are for opening up the 
forest itself, for the making of timber available to the logging opera- 
tions, will not be financed out of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Weeks. That would be correct; yes, sir, under our pro- 
posal, 

Senator Casr. Benefits of the forest highways are benefits which 
are to be extended to the general traveling public; is that not correct ? 

Secretary Weeks. Where they are on the ABC System. 

Senator Case. I think if we had a map which would take a typical 
State and show the two classes of forest roads, I think the differenti- 
ation would become more apparent. I know and I visualize that the 
terms of the national forest in my own State the forest highways there 
are a part of the United States numbered highways, but the forest 
roads and trails are quite different. They are the roads which pene- 
trate the forests and make the timber available to the operators. 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. Wecan make a map very easily 
showing the forest-highway system. 

(The forest highway system for Oregon is shown on map facing 
this page.) 

Senator Case. I think that would clarify it somewhat. It could be 
seen if you had that, that the forest highways are segments of a regu- 
larly designated United States numbered highway in most instances. 

Secretary Werrxs. That is true because I think—I checked this 
with the Bureau—you get most of the money and most of the present 
appropriation would fit into the primary and secondary system. 

Senator Case. Primary and secondary, not the urban. 

Secretary Weeks. And if you appropriated from the trust fund a 
like amount, it would all go on the primary and secondary system and 
the other trails, development roads, would be in effect additional to the 
present appropriation because they would under the plan come from 
the Department of Agriculture appropriation. 

Senator Case. You are not proposing that the roads that are on 
Indian reservations, or what we class as Indian roads, be paid for out 
of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. You are not proposing that the parks’ roads and 
trails, within the national parks, come out of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Are you proposing that the parkways come out of 
the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. You are not proposing that the funds for forest 
development roads and trails come out of the trust fund ? 

Secretary Werks. No, sir. 
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Senator Casr. It is solely the forest highways and the highways on 
— lands # 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Now the public lands authorization—— 

Secretary Weeks. That last answer should be amended, if they are 
on the Federal-aid system, primary or secondary. 

Senator Case. Let’s take the public lands authorization itself, what 
is it, $1 or $2 million ¢ 

Sec retary Werks. Two. 

Senator Casr. It was 1 and we went to 2, so with respect to public 
lands, out of the $2 million authorized, to the extent that they are on 
a designated system, that would come from the trust fund ? 

Sec retary Weeks. Yes, sir. I think they are all on it anyway, on 
the Federal-aid system. 

Senator Corron. All of what? 

Secretary Werks. Two million, public lands, they are all on desig- 
nated Federal-aid sy stems as of today. 

Senator Case. So it is the general traveling public that gets the 
benefit of those highways ! 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. That is what we think and we believe. 

Senator Casr. The authorization for appropriations for the forest 
highways for the current year is $30 million and for public land high- 
ways, $2 million, a total of $32 million, and how did you reach the 
estimate then of $68 million as the amount that would be taken from 
the trust fund ¢ 

Secretary Werexs. Three million seven for the Treasury ; $250,000 
for the Department of Labor; and $32 million from the airway gaso- 
line tax. 

Senator Case. So that half of it substantially comes from the differ- 
ent nes of the receipts from the tax on aviation gasoline. 

Secretary Werks. Yes, just not quite half. The figures I have are 
$30 million for forest highways, $2 million for pu blic land highways, 
$3.7 million Tr easury cost, $250,000 for labor costs, and $32 million for 
the air gas tax, alrway gas tax. 

Senator Case. Have the aviation people made very strong repre- 
sentations with respect to the use of the proceeds from the tax on 
aviation gasoline ¢ 

Secret ary Weeks. Well, I do not know how. They have from time 
to time expressed themselves, have they not, Mr. Rothschild? I want 
to say before he answers that question that with the introduction of 
our substantial program for user charges for the airways, this seems 
to us, to the administration, important that we use the receipts from 
the airways. 

Senator Case. I have had occasionally people who are in the avia- 
tion industry say to me that they thought it was an improper allocation 
to place a tax on their gasoline and use it for highway development 
rather than for navigational aids or development of airways 

Secretary WeErkKs. “I would like Mr. Rothschild to answer that. be- 
cause he has run into that a little more than I have. 

Senator Case. I have not gone into it particularly but I have had 
people say and I would now like to know how much the Department 
of Commerce has been hearing on that ? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. Senator Case, this is a point which has been raised 
often by the aviation interests of the country and they continue to 
say that they should not be compelled to have their money put into 
the highway trust fund, that it would be more properly earmarked 
or set aside in another trust fund for the purposes of furthering the 
aviation interests, and as Mr. Weeks indicated the airway-user charge 
which is going to be submitted as a legislative proposal very shortly 
contemplates that this is currently an accumulating fund plus some 
new moneys, and should be earmarked or set aside in a trust fund for 
the purposes of maintaining and operating navigational aids for 
aircraft. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I know that for many years most of 
us who are interested in highways resisted any attempt at linkage 
or anything that attempted to measure or limit the highway develop- 
ment to revenues from highway use. But once that principle was 
recognized or at least used in setting up a special trust fund out of 
receipts from levies on highway users and devoted to highway de- 
velopment, then we must almost recognize that the aviation people 
have a right to raise the question with respect to taxes on users of 
the airways and if we defend the principle for highway use of high- 
way revenues or revenues on highway users, we : almost have to concede 
the logic of the airway users that taxes on users of the airways might 
be appropriately used for navigational aids and airway development 
rather than highw ay development. 

Secretary Werks. I think that is correct, sir, from m y point of view 
and I think all of our points of view. 

Senator Casz. It is a new question as far as I am concerned and I 
have not seen it raised until you have raised it here, that is, in its actual 
application. Ihave had some of the airways people speak to me about 
it at times but rather shrugged it off. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to read just a couple of sentences from 
a statement by the Assistant Chief of the Forest Service when we had 
the hearings on the 1954 act in defining the difference between forest 
highways and forest development roads and trails. 

Mr. Edward P. Cliff, Assistant Chief of the Forest Service in 
appearing before the committee in 1954 made this definition of the 
difference between forest highways and forest development roads 
and trails. 


Forest highways— 
he said— 


‘are sections of Federal, State, and other important public highways which cross 
the national forests. Nearly all of the more than 23,000 miles of forest high- 
ways are on State and county systems. Forest highway funds are administered 
by the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, but this Department 
‘and the respective States assist the Department of Commerce in formulating the 
forest highway program. 


Now it is these forest highways which I understand the proposal 
of the Secretary and the recommendation of the President is to be 
financed out of the trust fund. 

Mr. Cliff’s definition of forest development roads and trails is as 
follows: 

Forest development roads and trails are service facilities for the effective 
protection, administration, and utilization of the national forests. Their con- 
struction and maintenance are a responsibility of the Department of Agriculture. 
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As I understand it, your proposal does not affect the financing of 
the forest development roads and trails out of the general fund of the 
Treasury ¢ 

Secretary Werks. That is right, sir. 

Senator Casr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. I should know this but just for the record, bring 
me up to date. How is the Federal gasoline tax collected? Is it col- 
lected from the distributors, retailers, wholesalers, where is it col- 
lected ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Are you speaking in terms of aviation gas? 

Senator Corron. I am speaking in terms of our present gasoline 
tax, Federal tax on gasoline products ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuixp. Is it collected from the refiner. 

Senator Corron. From the refiner ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. There are some separations already, are there 
not? Are there at the present time any separations in the matter of 
gasoline tax and, if so, what ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. Nonhighway user is entitled to and 
receives a refund. The aviation interests receive a 1 cent refund and 
the motorboat operator and mass transportation also. 

Senator Corron. That is if a farmer buys gasoline for his farm 
truck for use on his farm, he goes and gets a reb: ite ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right. 

Senator Corron. The same thing is true if a person buys it for a 
motorboat ? 

Mr. Roruscutinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. This 1 cent is recovered now by the aviation 
people ? 

Mr. Rornscuirp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. How is that recovered ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. By application. 

Senator Corron. They show how much gasoline they have used and 
collect back ? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Right. 

Senator Corron. And the tentative proposal now is that they be 
allowed, instead of collecting 1 cent, to collect it all back? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No, sir. The tentative proposal will be that the 
present rate be increased and that that money not go into the highway 
trust fund, but either go into the general revenue of the Treasury 
and be earmarked as a contribution for avis ition interests or perhaps 
another trust fund which would be set up ? 

Senator Corron. The present rate is what ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. The present Federal rate is 3 cents per gallon. 

Senator Corron. Three cents per gallon and that is on all gasoline? 

Mr. Roruscuitp, Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. And gasoline that is now being used by aviation, 
2 cents of it goes into the trust fund and 1 cent goes back to the avia- 
tion people ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. So the proposal is to increase the whole thing and 
the whole thing would go back to the aviation—— 
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Mr. Roruscump. No; they would pay the tax, but that money 
would go either into the general fund of the Treasury or into an avia- 
tion trust fund. 

Senator Corron. But it would all be recovered, not to the people 
themselves, but it would be taken from the highway trust fund ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. The 1 cent which is now taken, does that go into 
the general funds of the Treasury ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That hardly gets in before it is out, Senator. 
They make their application for refund practically every, well, at 
frequent intervals, and so it hardly gets into the trust fund. 

Senator Corron. But I am trying to find out the 1 cent that at pres- 
ent can be recovered from the 3 cents on a gallon paid by aviation 
people—that 1 cent is recovered by them for themselves personally ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Yes. 

Senator Corron. So that in effect they only pay 2 cents tax instead 
of 3? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Corron. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Under the proposed legislation, they would for- 
go any refund of any portion of the tax levied on gasoline for aviation 
purposes; is that not right ? 

Secretary Weeks. The highway trust fund would not receive any 
of the aviation gas tax. 

Senator Hruska. The aviation people would also forgo any refund 
of the 1 cent or any other portion of the taxes, is that right, under 
the proposed legislation ? 

Secretary Werks. Right, and in fact pay slightly higher. 

Senator Hruska. Pay a higher tax. 

Senator Corron. You mean higher than is now paid ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. In other words, the whole thing will go up some? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes. 

Senator Corron. This would be recovered for the General Treasury 
and then used for aviation purposes? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. I just want to get straight one thing that was not 
quite clear to me, Mr. Secretary, and that is this distinction on forest 
roads. You are ‘really a resident of New Hampshire and a constitu- 
ent of mine, although you do not vote forme. You insist on voting in 
Massachusetts. 

Secretary Weeks. I would vote for you if I could, Senator. 

Senator Corron. You are familiar, for instance, with the forest 


highway that is in process of construction between Woodstock, N. H.. 
and Conway ? 


Secretary Weeks. Yes, I am. 

Senator Corron. It is one which is of intense interest to me. Now 
that connection, is it on the system so that would come out of the 
highway trust fund? T use that as an ex: umple. 

Secretary Werks. I am advised that is on a Federal-aid system. 
That road comes from Conway over to Lincoln, 
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Senator Corron. That is right; so at each end it connects with the 
Federal-aid system, and it would therefore have to come out of the 
trust fund ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Corron. If we got the road. 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Corron. But a trail that goes off into the forest and is for 
use in bringing out the timber and that sort of thing, that is the 
thing that would not ? 

Secretary Werks. Development roads and trails would not be in 
there except if they could be made an extension of the Federal-aid 
system. 

Senator Corron. Just one other question: At the present time, who 
is paying the Secretary of Labor and his staff for their help in fixing 
the price of the wages up in New Hampshire and elsewhere ? 

Secretary Weeks. The highway trust fund. 

Senator Corron. Is it now coming out of the trust fund ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Yes; the only item of the 5 or 6 here that was 
recommended that is already coming from the trust fund. 

Senator Corron. Then what change is in the recommendations of 
the President in regard to the administrative costs that come from the 
trust fund? What changes are there in that? 

Secretary Weeks. Just the Treasury contribution is proposed. That 
is the $3,700,000. 

Senator Corron. Treasury contribution. 

Secretary Werks. You see, the two administrative costs that would 
come out of the trust fund, one of them is Labor, which is now coming 
out, $250,000, and the other is proposed to be taken out, $3,700,000 for 
the Treasury cost. 

Senator Corron. For collection ? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. The present administration ? 

Secretary Werks. Administration. 

Senator Corron. Administration by your own Department, of 
course—— 

Secretary Werks. That is out of the highway funds and it always 
has been. 

Senator Corron. That always has been ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Corron. So that the only change is to add Treasury to what 
is deducted from the trust fund ¢ 

Secretary Werks. The only change as far as administration is con- 
cerned would be the Treasury. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorn. Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Revercomb ? 

Senator Revercoms. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. Following 
the discussion of the proposal to use the tax collected on aviation gaso- 
line for aviation facilities, I understand that under the proposal there 
would be no refund to the aviation companies. All of the amounts 
collected would be used for aviation facilities without the refund 
provision ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 
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Senator Revercoms. Is that correct ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Does that principle also apply to mass trans- 
portation and gasoline for boats? 

Secretary Werks. No. 

Senator Revercoms. I mean by that—— 

Secretary Werks. It is out now and will stay out. 

Senator Revercoms. It will stay out of the receipts from gasoline 
in the trust fund so, therefore, your proposal, since they are ‘alre ady 
out of the trust fund, has nothing to do with changing refunds of taxes 
on mass transportation or on boats? 

Secretary Werks. That is correct. 

Senator Revercoms. Or on the farm ? 

Secretary Werks. That is correct. 

Senator Revercoms. That is farm gasoline ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, perhaps the most important legisla- 
tion to be considered by this committee this year will be the resolution 
approving certain estimate of costs of the respective States for the In- 
terstate System. This is important for the reason that it amounts to a 
3-year appropriation bill of vast sums of money and a definite appor- 
tionment thereof. In view of the importance of the action and the 
vast sums involved, this subcommittee will, of necessity, I think, ex- 
amine with care the estimates of costs submitted by the States and 
submitted by you, with your approval, to this subcommittee. 

Will you outline-to the committee the steps that you have taken in 
the process of giving to these estimates, which you have now sub- 
mitted, your approvs al. Prior to doing so, I would like to comment 
further that this Interstate Highway program is truly a cooperative 
and partnership one in that the estimates are submitted by the States, 
and the Federal Government and the State share in the cost of the 
construction. 

These estimates must receive your approval as Secretary of Com- 
merce before they become effective as a basis for apportionments ; they 
must also receive the approval of the Congress by concurrent resolu- 
tion; so this is a program in which we share responsibility. 

In order that it may help this subcommittee in exercising its respon- 
sibility in approving or disapproving or modifying the ‘estim: ites, I 
would be pleased if you would outline the method you have followed 
in arriving at your own approval. 

Secretary Werks. Well, when the statute was passed, the 1956 stat- 
ute, the paragraph relating to costs called for the survey to be made, 
the estimates to be made and presented to the Congress as we have 
done and did do last week. ‘The process of getting these estimates was 
started, I believe, in the late summer or early fall of 1956 and the esti- 
mates came in, I would assume, in the spring sometime. They were 
in by June. Did we give them, Mr. Tallamy, a specific date as to 
when they were to be in ? 4 

Mr. Tattamy. They were to be in by midsummer of 1957. 

Secretary Werks. They have been carefully reviewed by the De- 
partment, as I set forth in my first statement that I made to the com- 
mittee. After this was done and the estimates gathered together, then 
Mr. Rothschild, Mr. Tallamy and some of the members of the Bureau 
of Public Roads would sit down and go over the costs and explain 
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them to me and the method by which they were brought together. That 
resulted in the estimate which we have presented the other day. 

Senator Gore. I have had some disturbing reports that some States 
had submitted estimates based upon construction standards that would 
result in a cost up to twice as much as would be the case if the stand- 
ards recommended by the Bureau of Roads had been followed. 

Secretary Werks. Well, I can hardly believe that to be so but I will 
ask Mr. Tallamy. The standards were set up, as you will recall, in 
July of 1956, shortly after the bill was passed. 

Senator Gore. I do not know if the reports are true. Such charges 
have been made to me, as chairman of the subcommittee, and I am ask- 
ing you if they are true. 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Tallamy, is that true? 

Mr. TatiAmy. No. 

Secretary Weeks. The answer is “No,” sir. 

Senator Gorr. To what extent have States based their estimates on 
standards of construction more costly than the minimum standard 
requirements of the Bureau of Roads? 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tattamy. May I enlarge a little bit on what the Secretary gave 
as the procedures followed on estimates ? 

Senator Gore. It is going to need some. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Right after the passage of the act, the Bureau of 
Public Roads met with a committee of the American Association of 
State Highway Officials to work out procedures and methods to be 
followed in the development of an estimate of costs for the 108 (d) 
survey and this resulted in a booklet in which were given the proce- 
dures to be followed in the development of that estimate including the 
standards which were previously adopted by the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials for the construction of the Interstate 
Highway System, which standards were also approved by the Secre- 
tary of Commerce in accordance with the law and then they became 
the standards followed by the States and by the Bureau. 

These standards specifically indicated a number of dimensions for 
the design of the highways for various speeds, for different types of 
topography, and for different conditions of development of the area 
in which the highway was to be located. And then it also specifically 
stated that these were absolute minimum values and that it was ex- 
pected that all of the States in following these standards would adopt 
higher standards which would not result in excessive costs. So that 
the standards that were established were absolute minimum and the 
States were told, and properly so, in my opinion, that they should go 
to higher standards than those minimums unless they resulted in 
excessive costs. 

Senator Gore. In that connection, I have here a letter from a re- 
porter on the Cleveland Plain Dealer. He alleges that he has written 
you and asked a number of questions and has been unable to get a reply, 
so he writesme. I would like to read a portion: 


The undersigned is the transportation reporter for the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 
From last August through December, I wrote some two dozen articles which 
dealt with design standards of Ohio’s interstate freeway system. In these articles 
Cuyahoga County Engineer Albert S. Porter charged that the State highway 
department freeway standards were wasteful and extravagant, and would add 
from 20 to 100 percent to the cost of the freeway program. 
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Subsequently, an 11-man committee of the Ohio County Engineers Associa- 
tion adopted a report criticizing Ohio’s freeway standards as wasteful and 
urged that they be reviewed for compliance with national standards set forth 
by the American Association of State Highway Officials. 

I will not read the rest but will put the whole letter in the record, 
together with a copy of the letter which he says he has written you, to 
which he has, according to him, been unable to get a reply. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

JANUARY 8, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Senate of the United States, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: The undersigned is the transportation reporter for the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer. 

From last August through December, I wrote some two dozen articles which 
dealt with design standards of Ohio’s interstate freeway system. In these articles 
Cuyahoga County Engineer Albert S. Porter charged that the State highway 
department freeway standards were wasteful and extravagant, and would add 
from 20 to 100 percent to the cost of the freeway program. 

Subsequently, an 11-man committee of the Ohio County Engineers Association 
adopted a report criticizing Ohio’s freeway standards as wasteful and urged that 
they be reviewed for compliance with national standards set forth by the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. 

I personally wrote to 7 States—California, Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Penn 
sylvania, New York, and Massachusetts—to learn what they were doing on inter 
state freeways. All were substantially going along with AASHO standards. 

Late in December, Ohio’s Highway Chief Charles M. Noble finally said that 
he was building to higher standards in order to give Ohio freeways that would 
be safe, all-weather highways the year around. If he is right, it seems to me that 
other States should do likewise—that this should be given attention on a national 
basis. On the other hand, it may be that Ohio is going to these higher standards 
pretty much because Uncle Sam is putting up 90 percent of the money. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter I sent last December 3 to Mr. Tallamy at the 
Bureau of Public Roads asking that some pertinent questions be answered. To 
date, I have not received a reply. The answers, if they can be obtained, might be 
of considerable interest. 

If you would like to see them, I can send you a photostatic copy of all my 
articles dealing with these charges of extravagant and wasteful freeway design 
in Ohio. 

I am addressing this letter to you in your capacity as chairman of the Senate 
Ro’ ds Subcommittee. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) 
(Signed) Wilson Hirschfeld, 
(Typed) Wrison HIRscHFeELp, 
Transportation Reporter, Cleveland Plain Dealer. 


Mr. BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Adminéstrator, 
Bureau of Public Roads, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. TALLAMY: Over a period of 4 months, some two dozen articles have 
appeared in the Plain Dealer dealing with the subject of design standards of free- 
ways, particularly those on the Interstate System. 

Cuyahoga County Engineer Albert 8. Porter first charged in this newspaper 
last August 18 that the freeways being planned for Ohio by Highway Chief 
Charles M. Noble were wasteful and extravagant because of excess standards. 

Other professional engineers joined in this criticism and over a long period 
of time Mr. Noble refused to defend his position except in most general terms. 
Subsequently, the Ohio Association of County Engineers became interested in this 
issue and appointed a special committee to investigate it. 

This special committee of 11 county engineers unanimously approved a report 
finding that the freeway standards were excessive, and they urged that the 
criteria be reviewed by the Ohio Department of Highways and be brought into 
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accord with those formulated by the American Association of State Highway 
Officials. 

This report was accepted by the directors of the Ohio county engineers group, 
which then recommended a meeting with Mr. Noble. Such a meeting was held 
in Columbus, Ohio, November 27. 

The meeting ended in a stalemate, and in my opinion, based On several re- 
ports, Mr. Noble again defended his position in generalities alone. 

As I see it, a question has been raised and given wide circulation in Ohio 
as to whether vast sums of highway money are to be spent unnecessarily if not 
foolishly. According to statements by Porter and others, hundreds of millions 
of dollars may be spent in Ohio alone to provide the best and safest design 
the people want. Certainly, no one wants safe and inadequate highways for 
the 1975 era contemplated in the Federal Highway Act of 1956. 

It is my opinion that the public is entitled to know, and to have an answer 
on this topic directly from you. 

So l am going to ask you some specific questions and I hope you will accom- 
modate me with direct answers. 

Question. Speaking in Columbus on November 19, Mr. Arthur C. Butler, di- 
rector of the National Highway Users Conference, made a statement that the 
Bureau of Public Roads may ask some States “to reconsider their evaluation 
where they are planning to construct highways above Federal standards.” 

“We understand that a few States may elect to pay more than 10 percent of 
the cost of their Interstate Highways in order to include features that are 
above Federal standards.” 

My question is this: Will you please name those States to which Mr. Butler 
referred? How much more, percentagewise, will those States be asked to pay? 

Question. Mr. Noble has acknowledged that the standards he favors for Ohio 
freeways are higher than those in other States. My question is this: Do you 
feel that those higher standards are justified? 

Question. If you feel that those higher standards are justified for Ohio, why 
does not the Bureau of Public Roads insist that other States likewise adopt 
standards higher than those prescribed by the AASHO? 

Question. The Plain Dailer wrote to the highway departments of 7 States 
in a survey of interstate freeway standards. These States were New York, 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and California. An- 
swers from those States indicated that their design standards were not as high 
as those being pushed by Mr. Noble in Ohio. 

My question is this: Has the Bureau of Public Roads made a survey of design 
standards in the 48 States to find out what is being planned for the Interstate 
System? 

Question. If the Bureau has made such a survey, could the Plain Dealer have 
a copy of the information? If the Bureau has not made such a survey, may it 
be presumed that the Bureau has no knowledge of freeway design until actually 
it receives engineering plans for approval? 

Question. If you support Mr. Noble’s position in favoring these higher stand- 
ards for Ohio, do you feel that highway directors in other States might well 
follow his example? If so, what are you prepared to do about this? For 
example, would you be prepared to recommend that the AASHO adopt higher 
design criteria? 

Question. If 8 to 5 percent grades are good enough for the AASHO and other 
States, why are they not good enough for Ohio? 

Question. If curves up to 5° and even more are acceptable in some States, 
why are they not good enough for Ohio? 

Question. Do you feel that eight-lane “dual-dual” freeway is justified where 
the 1975 traffic will approximate 35,000 vehicles per day? 

There are Other questions that are pertinent, but I realize I cannot impose 
on you too greatly for your time and effort. 

Our interest in this topic is sincere and is not motivated by any reason other 
than a newspaper’s duty to inquire into public business for the best interest 
of the public. 

I am enclosing a copy of the special report approved by the committee of the 
County Engineers Association of Ohio on November 153, and accepted that same 
day by the board of directors. You may be particularly interested in a table 
on page 18 which compares design standards in Ohio with those of seven other 
States, 








80 FEDEPRAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


An early answer to this letter would be most appreciated. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
WILSON HIRSCHFELD, 
Transportation Reporter, Cleveland Plain Dealer. 

Senator Gore. Now, did, in fact, the State of Ohio submit esti- 
mates of costs based upon standards greatly in excess of the stand- 
ards recommended by the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Tatnamy. No, I would say definitely not. 

Senator Gorr. You say no? 

Mr. Tattamy. I would say that they are not greatly in excess of 
the standards established by the Bureau of Public Roads and estab- 
lished by the States themselves and I predicate that— 

Senator Gore. You put a conjunction in there. I asked you about 
the standards recommended by the Bureau of Public Roads and you 
answered me with a conjunction, the standards you recommended 
and those fixed by the States. 

Mr. Tatiamy. They are identical because you see this is a coopera- 
tive effort and we asked the States to cooperate with us in the develop- 
ment of these standards. I would say very definitely that Ohio is not 
excessive in the application of those standards. As a matter of fact, 
all of the estimates in Ohio have been very carefully reviewed by our 
division engineer. 

Our division engineer is in charge of the Ohio office and he has care- 
fully reviewed all of those to make sure that in his opinion they are 
not excessive. In addition to that, we have reviewed them in the 
regional office and they have been reviewed in the Washington office. 

Now I may say that in Ohio the highway department endeavors to 
get very high standards. For example, they have endeavored in some 
instances to use curvatures which would not exceed 30 minutes. If 
that were applied like a cook would apply a recipe from a cookbook, 
then it would very likely result in excessive costs. But, if it is applied 
on good, sound engineering judgments, it may very well result in less 
costs in certain sections. 

For example, the Intersti ate Highway System standards permit a 3° 
curve, slightly over 3° curve in topogr: aphy which would be general in 
Ohio. If one ieliomid a 3° curve in establishing the alinement 
blindly, it might very well result in a greater length of highway than 
one where the curves were much flatter, because it is obvious with a 
sharp curve the road would have to take longer routes beyond the 
straight line route between 2 points. Whereas, if the curves were flat, 
they would follow the str: aight line route more closely. 

So that the higher standard in such an event might very well result 
in a less cost. The same thing could apply in the establishment of 
grades. You could have a flat grade in certain instances where the 
need for fill would be great and the flat grade result in a heavy cut 
nearby so that the material from the cut could be used in the fill close 
by and result in a more economic design than if a steeper grade were 
permitted in that particular area which would result in less material] 
available for the fill. 

So, if I may conclude, the point is that every single one of these 
projects must be designed on sound engineering principles and that 
basic fact has been given and emphasized i in Ohio time and time again 
and I know that Ohio does have under actual construction now a num- 
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ber of projects which do have standards equal to the minimum spec i- 
fied by the Bureau’s standards for construction of the Interstate Sys- 
tem. Qhio’s goal is high but they will only be permitted to reach that 
goal if it does not result in excessive costs aoe that is clearly under- 
stood and we believe that is the case. 

Senator Gore. Well, I will submit to you every question which this 
reporter, who seems to be an enterprising reporter, submitted to you 
and to which he says he has not been able to obtain an answer, when 
you are on the stand. It is our hope that Secretary Weeks can con- 
clude his testimony this morning, so I will defer further questions on 
that letter until you come before the committee tomorrow. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Tallamy, you have given us an example in which 
sound, engineering practices have been followed. I would like to 
submit an ex: umple to you, Mr. Secretary, in which sound, engineer ing 
designs and practices have been followed and submitted to you for a 
project involving the construction of 6 traffic lanes, whereas the stand- 
ards of the Bureau of Roads would recommend, under those traffic 
conditions prevailing, 4 lanes. Now, would you approve a 6-lane 
highway under those circumstances providing it is laid out on sound 
engineering designs 4 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir, because we have been instructed by the 
statute to prepare the estimates to cover construction that will take 

care of the traffic in 1975. 

Senator Gore. Now I want you to be sure you understand my ques- 
tion. I asked you a hypothetical question to the effect that if a project 
is submitted to you calling for the construction of a 6-lane highway 
when, according to your own standards, a 4-lane highway would be 
sufficient for the traflic of 1975, would you approve it? 

Secretary Weeks. No, not under those conditions. If our estimate 
is that 4 lanes will take care of the traffic in 1975, we are not going 
to approve any plan to build a 6-lane or an 8-lane highway. 

Senator Gore. Have you submitted, to your knowledge, estimates of 
costs for approval by this committee on such a project ? 

Secretary Werrxs. You mean a case like the one you have just 
described ? 

Senator Gorr. Yes. 

Secretary Wererxs. I have no personal knowledge whether anything 
like that has come up. 

Mr. Tattamy. Certainly the way the hypothetical question was 
asked, your answer was correct. and there may be cases in the esti- 
mate where there are special circumstances which would require the 
buying of rights-of-way or the design of the existing lanes so as to 
prov ide for additional lanes in the future if certain things take place 
in the area, but not for the construction or the inclusion in the esti- 
mate at the present time of the additional concrete lanes. 

Secretary Werks. I did not understand that was the question 
though. Did you not ask, has any case similar to your hypothetical 
case presented itself? Is that not what you asked ? 

Senator Gorr. Yes. I have submitted to you a hypothetic al ques- 
tion and asked what you would do under such circumstances? After, 
I think, understanding the purport of my question, you said no, you 
would not approve. Then I asked you if you had submitted to this 
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committee cost estimates from any State in which such a proposition 
was involved. 

Secretary Werks. Not to my knowledge. I’m sure that is correct, is 
it not? 

Mr. Tattamy. Excepting with the provision I just gave. 

Secretary Werks. Would there be many such cases 4 

Mr. Tatiamy. I think there would be relatively few such cases but 
I can well imagine that there would be a number of them. They 
would be designed to locate lanes close together and to make pro- 
visions for addition of future lanes sometime in the future, if there 
is contemplation in the area for additional new development. So that 
I would say that there are instances, undoubtedly, in this estimate 
where that is the situation. I would say that there would be relatively 
few. 

Secretary Weeks. That would not 6e construction, but for rights- 
of-way acquisition / 

Mr. Tatiamy. That would be for right-of-way acquisition. It 
would be for location of the lanes on the particular right-of-way. 

Secretary Weeks. Of the lanes that we estimate. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That we estimate; that is correct. 

Senator Gore. Well, do these estimates reflect studies based on ac- 
tual surveys of traffic anticipated in 1975 ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Then how do you go beyond that ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. There are certain circumstances in some areas— 

Senator Gore. What circumstances? Certain circumstances can 
be many things. 

Mr. Tattamy. Let’s give you an example. There may be a strong 
possibility that a new State highway or a new county road of impor- 
tance may be constructed. Yet, there is no definite plan for it but 
the evidences are that it will be. In those circumstances that new road 
may throw a large volume of traffic upon the one that is now being 
estimated and it seems prudent to design the right-of-way and the 
position of the lanes for 1975 traftic, which we are estimating, in such 
a manner that additional lanes could be put in that right-of-way in 
the future if this added road should be constructed but there is no 
assurance at this time that it will be, but it is a strong possibility. 
Under those circumstances, I would say that our estimators would 
not include the potential traffic as 1975 traffic, but rather take a con- 
servative side and assume that it is not going to be built and that the 
traffic will not be there. But, nevertheless, they design the right-of- 
way or position of the lanes so that the added route could be put in if 
future developments in that area should dictate. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, I am not going to attempt to put any 
strain or interpretation on your explanation but suggest to you th: at 
within the framework of vour explanation, it could be said that the 
Federal Government would pay 90 percent of the development of a 
right-of-way and the geometrics of the lanes of traffic to take care of 
not only foreseeable traffic in 1975, but potential real-estate develop- 
ment in the area as well. Now, I do not mean to say that you implied 
such, but I think it is fair to say that pattern could fit within your 
explanation, in my opinion. 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Well, there was certainly no intention on my part 
to indicate that this was for real-estate development at all, but rather 
for the general development of the area which, in turn, results in the 
requirement for added traffic highways, express roads. 

Senator Gore. This just illustr ates, Mr. Secretary, I think once 
again, the necessity for this subcommittee to examine with a fine- 
tooth comb the estimates of the 48 States which you have approved 
and submitted to this committee and which the Congress must approve 
before they can be used as a basis for apportionment. 

Secretary Weeks. I would certainly hope that you would do that. 
I think that is obviously the course the committee should follow. 
May I say in connection with the type of discussion we have just had 
on this question, may I cite a road that runs around Boston from the 
north to the south, circumferential highway. It is a limited-access 
highway. I think it is not on the Interstate System but limited- 
access highway and it averages from 10 to 15 miles outside of the 
center of the city. 

Now, since that road has been put in about 3 or 4 years now, there 
has been a tremendous development, manufacturing, and what not, 
adjacent to the interchanges and it seems to me that obviously the 
committee should check and double check all of these estimates, but 
it seems to me there should be a little discretion perhaps looking be- 
yond the 1975 traffic in thinking of what amount of traffic will in 
future years be generated by the land used adjacent to these inter- 
changes. 

This particular road—I obviously know a little about—has ch: pa 
the whole complexion of the neighborhood and the road which wa 
open 3 or 4 years ago is full of traflic tod: Ly, almost to suffocation. 

Senator Gore. Well, your statement suggests a specific question. 
If a given State, throughout its system or “with 1 respect to a given 
pepient, wishes to go substantially beyond the 1975 pattern, which is 
the standard by which the Bureau of Roads must be guided, will you 
approve those estimates, thereby obligating, if the Congress approves 
the estimates, the Federal Government to pay 90 percent of the cost 
thereof, or w ill you decline to approve and let the States themselves 
pay for that portion of the right-of-way or the construction which 
is in fact beyond estimates of 1975 traffic ? 

Secretary Werks. I would say, except as Mr. Tallamy has spelled 
it out here this morning, obviously, you have to adhere to the statute 
and the statute says 1975 traffic. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Cotton has a question. 

Senator Corron. At that point, could I interpolate one question ? 
I do not want to go into this question of estimates because that is too 
complicated and will come later, but on the new formula or the for- 
mula under which you are suggesting the allocation of funds for the 
next 3 years, suppose as a hypothetical question, and this implies no 
doubt of any testimony that has been given, but, suppose as a hypo- 
thetical question, following the chairman’s questions, that a State was 
very ambitious, did present to you and did secure your approval for : 
wider, more expensive, more highly developed highway than the 
standard, far more than other States, and suppose you did approve 
of this. Would that approval result in depriving and using up the 
trust fund at the expense of other States or would it only result in a 
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curtailment of the mileage to be built in that particular State because 
they were paying more per mile? Is that question clear ? 

Secretary Weeks. Do you want to answer that, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. It would not curtail the development in that 
particular State because the present law requires that every 3 years 
you make a new estimate and submit it to the Congress for its con- 
sideration and that new estimate shall be based upon the cost of com- 
pleting the remainder of the system and if the Congress approves 
those new estimates, it then apportions to that State this ratio of the 
remaining cost of that State to the remaining cost of completing the 
entire system, the funds which may be authorized for that particular 
year, so that every 3 years, there is adjustment and all States are 
given their proportion: ate share of the funds available for apportion- 
ing in a particular year to each individual State. So that all States 
theoretically may complete their Interstate System simultaneously. 

Senator Corron. Simplification of what you have just said, perhaps 
an oversimplification, is that the theory is that each State shall build 
the same proportion of its total mileage each 3-year period 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Therefore, if the Bureau of Roads or the Depart- 
ment of Commerce were liberal or were lax in permitting a certain 
State to build very expensive highways, it would result in an injustice 
to the other States. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes; for a 3-year period, it would. 

Senator Corron. Well, a 3-year period, it would mean they would 
never regain that differential would they ? 

Secretary Weeks. Regain it in further- 

Senator Corron. The next 3 years might be a rdjusted as far as the 
next length of highw: ay, but you would never gain back what you 
have lost on that particular portion of the 3-year period; is that not 
right ¢ 

Mr. Tatntamy. Well, the other States would receive enough money 
to complete its system, based upon its standards. 

Senator Corron. That is right, but let’s get down to brass tacks. 
Suppose that this year Ohio is going to build 200 miles and it presents 
and obtains approval for a very expensive 200 miles of highway, and 
suppose Delaware is going to build 15 miles and, as a result of Ohio 
vetting so much money, Delaware has a much less apportionment and 
much poorer highway. Three years from now, when Ohio starts an- 
other 200 and Delaware another 15, that might be rectified, but it 
would never change the result that Delaware had the poor road and 
the poorer apportionment this year because Ohio got more than its 
share. 

Senator Gore. It might be compounded in the second 3 years. 

Senator Corron. I am not suggesting that you are doing that, but 
| just wanted to find out the effect. 

Mr, Tatiamy. Senator, you are not quite right in your analysis 
because you say that Delaware would receive a poor road this year as 
a result of that. Delaware would not receive a poorer road. Dela- 
ware would receive exactly the type of road that Delaware wanted 
provided it was within the standards approved by the AASHO and 
the Bureau. It would result possibly in Delaware not going so many 
miles, but would not result in a poorer road. 
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Senator Corron. In other words, if Ohio had very expensive roads, 
Ohio would shorten its own road by a certain amount and it would aut 
the same time shorten every other State’s road by a certain amount; 
right ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. No; I do not think so. I think it would increase 
Ohio’s and shorten the others. 

Senator Corron. Just a moment. Each State is going to build, you 
say, one-twelfth or one-sixteenth of its full apportionment each year. 
It would be more than that for 3 years, All right, if Ohio by the cost 
of its road reduces that, you have just so much trust fund to spend. 
If the high cost of road in Ohio or some other State reduces that, it 
reduces the amount available so that it reduces somewhat. the amount 
of road to be built in every State. It may be a small amount in the 
other States, but they suffer along with Ohio a shortening of the 
apportioned amount per mile for that 3-year period because of the 
high expense. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. To what I would believe would be a very small 
amount, that is true. 

Senator Corron. Well, we have been picking on Ohio. I know 
nothing about it but if you had 5 or 6 huge States that had rather 
expensive estimates and succeeded in getting them approved, that 
would have an appreciable effect on the mileage to be built in all 
States, would it not ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Number of miles per year, that is right. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I think you have raised a very inter- 
esting point here and I want to ask a question or two on that. I think 
there is some validity to the point as it has been developed by Senator 
Cotton although the total effect might be fractional or small with 
respect to any particular 3 years. I would like to ask these questions, 
though, Mr. Secretary. 

To what extent do the standards recommended or recognized by the 
Bureau of Public Roads conform to those which are recommended by 
the American Association of State Highway Officials ? 

Secretary Weeks. They were worked out together and they are one. 

Senator Casr. They were worked out toge ther. Are the Ohio pro- 
posals substantially ‘higher than those recommended then by the 
American Association of State Highway Officials? 

Secretary Werks. I will have to ask Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tattamy. I would say they are not, but again, I want to say 
that the recommendations of the AASHO are specified in detailed 
dimensions and those dimensions are referred to as absolute minimum 
and it says it is expected that every State will design to higher stand- 
ards than these minimums to the extent that they do not result in 
excessive costs. It is obvious we must build to higher standards than 
those minimum standards. We would be building roads designed for 
10 years or 15 years ago if we designed to the minimum standards. 
Those minimum standards are to be used only when the higher stand- 
ards will result in something excessive. I think that the U nited States 
would be terribly criticized if we designed a system of highways fol- 
lowing those bare minimum dimensions. It would be awful. They 
are there to be used as minimums only when we run into excessive 
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conditions, terrible rock cuts, excessive costs, very high real estate, 
quicksand conditions, those are the things where we must use the 
minimum because to do otherwise would result in extremely abnormal 
costs. But, to follow those bare minimums would be the biggest 
mistake we could possibly make. 

Secretary Weeks. The minimum is simply putting a floor under 
construction. You have to come up to the minimum. 

Senator Casr. Do you not have some way of describing what would 
be a ceiling also as determining what is excessive costs? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, good sound engineering judgment on every 
particular project. 

Secretary Weeks. And taking each case as you come to it. 

Senator Case. Do you think that the 10 percent contribution re- 
quirement for the States effectively polices the States from asking for 
exceptionally high standards in the thought that the cost will be borne 
by the Federal Government ? 

Secretary Werks. I do not know that the 10 percent would be an 
effective policing in and of itself. I think the policing has to be done 
by the good judgment of the Bureau of Public Roads of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. I think that is your most effective and must be 
your most effective control. 

Senator Case. Let’s get away from the hypothetical question for a 
minute and look at a question which you must answer every day. Let 
us take a primary or a segment of a primary system proposed by a 
State. If on a given segment of a primary system proposed by a 
State it is the State highway department’s feeling and your feeling 
that the building of the road will create a development along the 
highway that will result in commercial development impinging upon 
the use of the highway, do you now go along with the States in the 
purchase of a larger or wider right-of-way than would be required 
by the traffic needs of today ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would say that we do not. 

Secretary Werks. This is on a primary road? 

Senator Case. On a primary road. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Merely because of the potential of abutting prop- 
erty ? 

Senator Casr. In the judgment of a State highway committee, they 
thought the property would impinge on utilization of the highway 
and they think that before that happens, you should acquire a wider 
right-of-way, do you go along with them in sharing the cost of pur- 
chasing a wider right-of-way than the current day’s needs are? 

Mr. Tatiamy. If the design is on a major highway, a part of the 
primary system or the urban system of highways, and if the design 
is one of semicontrolled access, the n I would say that we would go 
along with it by providing in certain instances service roads to sery 
ice purely local traffic to permit through traffic to bypass certain con- 
gested areas. There may be other special conditions of that nature 
where a good engineering design results in an economic, serviceable 
design for the flow of through traffic and for the flow of local traffic, 
Under those circumstances, we would go along with the right-of-way 
and we would go along with the construction. But, they are special 
cases. 
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Senator Case. Then as a practical question and as a practical mat- 
ter today, you do not share in the acquisition costs for rights-of-way 
greater than those that are needed for the actual construction done 
as of today ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator Casr. On the primary system ? 

Mr. TatuAmy. Yes. 

Senator Case. Well then, to get back to the 1975 question, suppos- 
ing you were building a segment of the Interstate System in 1965. 
Are you obliged or do you feel under the law in building to a 1975 
standard to take into consideration the right-of-w ay requirements for 
something that you might be buiding in 1965 or in 1970? 

Mr. Tatutamy. We are supposed to take into consideration up to 
1975. 

Senator Casr. Does that embrace then the acquisition of additional 
rights-of-way if the 1975 picture would call for more rights-of-way ? 

Secretary Werks. The answer to that would be “Yes.” 

Mr. Tattamy. They are borderline cases. In some cases you have 
clear engineering analysis of a potential traffic for 1975. In other 
cases, you are not sure ‘and it is a possibility but it is not a certainty, 
an engineering certainty or traffic forecast certainty, and in those 
cases, sound engineering judgment certainly dictates that right-of- 
way be bought for those cases. 

You can turn it the other way around and say this borderline case 
is a probability and design it and put traffic lanes in too, which would 
add costs to it, but that would be uneconomical and unreasonable. 

Senator Case. It seems to me that any way you cut the cake, that 
there must be some latitude for the discretion of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, whoever may be the Administrator at a given time. It is very 
difficult to write a statute which will determine the decision because 
you are dealing with variables in every community or project that 
you look at. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Not only variables, Senator, but unknowns. While 
these projections are and have been pretty good in many instances, 
in some instances, they are exceeded and some not met, so there must 
be a judgment factor brought into play all the way : along and I think 
I can safely predict that neither any State highway department or the 
Bureau of Public Roads in combination therewith will be 100 percent 
correct in its appraisal of these situations as they come along because 
we are dealing with estimates. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am glad that you have suggested 
that the committee must go into this matter of estimates and that the 
Secretary has expressed his hope that we would. The committee, I 
think, faces a very difficult duty and that is making a recommendation 
upon these estimates for the Congress. It would have been a h: appier 
situation had we been able to find a formula that would have answered 
the question once and for all but in the legislative process, we ar- 
rived at this method for the apportionments the first 3 years of 
using the old formula and then of proposing a 3-year rev ised estimate 
of costs and that has to be approved by the Congress. 

We are going to have a difficult duty in justifying to the Congress 
the acceptance ‘of these estimates unless we do explore it fully and are 
prepared to answer the variety of questions that members of the Senate 
will bring up. 
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Senator Gore. As a consequence of this situation, Senator, which 
I think you ace urately described, I have already asked the two engi- 
neers on our committee staff to begin a State-by-State analysis and 
comparison and I expect today to write the General Accounting Office, 
which is the one agency we have accountable to the Congress, request- 
ing its aid in analysis and comps arison of the estimates. 

I wonder, since the Secretary does hope to conclude today and there 
were two uncompleted matters subject to his testimony and since Mr. 
Tallamy is coming on tomorrow and will be questioned at greater 
length on the estimates, if the committee would be willing to have 
the Secretary now proceed to give us an answer with respect to the 
administration’s position on reimbursement. 

I notice that no provision for reimbursement is contained in the 
President’s budget. 

Secretary Weexs. That iscorrect. In line with the suggestion that 
you made, Mr. Chairman, the other day, it has been thought that we 
would get together and discuss what might be an up-to-date, so to 
speak, position. We have not yet done that. I will do it as promptly 
as we can and come back to the committee but I am no more ready to 
talk today than I was the other day, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Oh, I am sorry. I thought in view of the Presi- 
dent’s budget not containing any rec ommend: ation or provisions for 
it that perhaps you were prepared to state the administration’s posi- 
tion. But, if you prefer to wait, that is quite all right. 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. The other question 

Secretary Weeks. If I may, I think the subject is important enough 
for all hands at our end of the avenue to get together and consider it 
carefully in the light of the present situation and come up with a 
considerate view point for you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

The other question which, as far as I am concerned, will conclude 
your testimony—the other members of the committee may have other 
points—is the estimate of cost, overall cost, of the Interstate System. 
As I understand your estimate, it did not include an estimate of the 
cost of the entire 41,000-mile system. Is that correct ? 
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Secretary Werks. That is correct. The section 108—-D report 
covers the estimate for 38,548 miles, the mileage that was designated 
as of the date of the estimate of last July. T his is spelled out in the 
law and is covered in my report. Iam obligated to give the estimates 
for the Interstate Highws ay System as then designated. 

Now, there is no provision anywhere for the extra thousand miles 
that was added in the 1956 act and the difference between 38,548 and 
40,000 is the fourteen-hundred-odd miles which is not designated. 
Some of it is suggested designation and we are waiting for State 
action on those. So, you have before you in the thirty-seven-billion- 
odd-dollar estimate we gave, 38,548 miles. 

Senator Gorr, If we take an average per-mile cost on the 38,548 
and project it to the 41,000-mile system for which the law provides 
and which you have now designated—and I include your suggested 
designations because practic: illy, you and I know it amounts to the 
same thing, what would be the total cost ? 

Secretary Werks. On the average it would be about a million dol- 
lars a mile, would it not? You would add a billion and a half, I 
would say, for the 1,452, and perhaps another billion for the thousand 
miles, if Congress makes any provision for that for which there is 
no prov ision as of today. 

Senator Gore. I would like to have a table giving estimates, State 
by State, which you have submitted now for the consideration of the 
Congress and the possible approval of the Congress together with, 
a table, if possible within the same table, showing the estimates, 
State by State, submitted in 1955. 

Secretary Weeks. I am advised that is now in the process of 
preparation. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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Interstate System cost estimates * 








| | 
Sec. 13 estimate, H. Doc. | Sec. 108 (d) estimate, H. 
120, 84th Cong., Ist sess. Doe. 300, 85th Cong., 2d 
sess 
State Firs ere hac ee A eet A BR kA 
| —— 
| Total cost | Miles Total cost | Miles 
| (millions) (millions) 
Alabama... te P $366 905 $744 878 
Arizona__- | 210 1, 184 497 1, 161 
Arkansas __. 203 | 527 401 522 
California 2, 321 | 1, 912 3, 560 | 2, 135 
Colorado 157 | 659 323 674 
Connecticut | 555 264 447 275 
Delaware - - - - 66 | 26 150 40) 
Florida 496 1, 133 925 1,111 
Georgia. 700 1, 128 | 906 1,112 
Idaho-_- 107 550 277 611 
Tilinois 1, 065 | 1, 524 1, 895 1, 608 
Indiana_- 867 1, 068 1, 068 | 1, 090 
lowa 275 | 700 422 | 709 
Kansas | 207 | 750 382 | 803 
Kent cky 492 657 669 605 
Lov isiana 493 | 606 940 | 595 
Maine 147 297 210 313 
Maryland 434 | 278 789 | 350 
Massachusetts 838 | 347 1,010 450 
Michigan _ . 1, 295 973 1, 454 1, 066 
Minnesota_ -- 483 856 728 888 
Mississippi 246 | 686 441 676 
Misso" ri 599 | 1, 045 1, 058 1, 095 
Montana 153 1, 247 447 | 1, 180 
Nebraska. - .. | 106 477 282 488 
Nevada 73 541 222 534 
New Hampshire-.--___- 66 210 213 215 
New Jersey __- | 1, 3! 256 1, 165 368 
New Mexico-- i | 1,014 447 | 1, 003 
New York ‘ 1, 147 1, 971 1,210 
North Carolina | 715 315 677 
North Dakota 517 204 504 
Ohio 1, 1, 232 2, 322 1, 344 
Oklahoma ‘ 805 390 | 784 
Oregon - ; 727 | 626 717 
Pennsylvania. 1, 381 | 1, 604 1, 435 
Rhode Island. _- | 47 183 71 
So’ th Carolina 749 341 679 
Sovth Dakota 520 199 512 
Tennessee 1, 039 1, 076 988 
Texas_- 2, 763 1, 754 2, 889 
Utah 682 349 634 
Vermont 343 339 321 
Virginia 911 1, 473 996 
Washington 592 670 613 
West Virginia | 220 471 | 207 
Wisconsin 471 168 | 452 
Wyoming 1,011 388 | 931 
District of Columbia 35 355 29 
Total_-__. ‘ 2 23, 253 37, 727 37, 570 38, 548 


1 Cost data shown for individal States in H. Docs. 120 and 300 are not comparable since the datain H. Doc. 
120 did not include an estimated $4 billion for rrban highwav improvements not distributable by States, 
but inclided in estim»te of $27.455 billion contemplated in 1956 Highway Act 

2 Does not incl de $4 billion estimated cost of vrban highway improvements not distributable by States, 
but included in estimate of $27.455 billion contemplated in 1956 Highway Act. 


waar 


H. 
2d 





ene 


FEDERAL-AID 


HIGHWAY ACT OF 


1958 91 


Additional Interstate System routes announced, Oct. 18, 1957 


Alabama 
Alizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 

Georgia . 
Idaho : aad 
Illinois ‘ 
Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia 





Subtotal 
Undistributed ! 


Total 
Reser ved 2 


Grana total 


Miles of new routes under 
40,000-mile authority 


Approved|Suggested| Total 
~ 80 88 
9 9 
l 1 
1 1 
78 78 
100 100 
112 112 
90 90 
143 143 
40 40) 
33 37 70 
184 184 
l ] 
637 285 922 
180 180 
637 465 1, 102 
350 
1, 452 


! For belt routes in urban places of over 200,000 population. 


2? Pending establishment of final locations, to avoid exceeding 
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Gore. Fine. 
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itor Cotton ? 


Senator Corron. That million dollars 
rough estimated million dollars a mile includes all of the costs of ad- 
ministration, all of the costs incident? That is not the cost of building 


the road ? 


22769—58 


will conclude my questions, 


—just one minor point 


Miles of new routes under 1,000-mile 
authority 


M odifica- 


Approved) tion sug- |Suggested| Total 
gested 

302 |... 302 

81 81 

10 10 

76 70 
30 | 30 

160 160 
245 245 

102 102 

230 547 223 1, 000 


statutory limitation. 
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That includes all of the costs, administration, 





Secretary WEEKs. 
and everything else. 

Senator Corron. But your table will show the estimated costs as 
submitted by States for actually building the road? I mean it would 
not include such items as the expense of the Secretary of Labor, Treas- 
ury Department, or even your own ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. It will include our own expenses. 

Senator Corron. Include your own ¢ 

Secretary WeEEks. Yes. 

Senator Corron. But not the other / 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Gore. That table you are preparing for the complete pic- 
ture, would you not have to have a third column to show the desig- 
nated and “suggested” mileage within the States on which you have 
not submitted an estimate ? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes; but that in turn will have to be an estimate, 
because we have no figures on it. 

Senator Gore. You have your mileage ? 

Secretary Werks. It « ‘ould be done on the basis of average costs. 

Senator Gore. I did not quite get this million anda half? 

Secretary Weeks. My reference was to a billion and a half dollars 
total for 1,452 miles. 

Senator Gore. That would be less than a million per mile for the 
additional mileage ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. Fourteen hundred and fifty-two miles, a million 
a mile, which is roughly a billion and a half, and that is where my bil- 
lion and a half came in. 

Senator Gore. That only gets you to 40,000, but you said 41,000. 
There is no prov ision whatsoever for the— 

Senator Case. That is excluded by the act. 

Senator Gore. But you have designated it ? 

Secretary Wrexs. We were told to designate it, but, in the same 
vein, we were told not to estimate it. 

Senator Gore. Then you put a third column there showing the 
mileage in each State which you have designated and have suggested 
and/or caucused about, for which estimates of costs have not been 
siakaeattend. 

Secretary Weeks. All right. We will put on 1 or 2 extra mileage 
columns to show you what I know you want to see. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, under the 1956 act, the estimates of 
costs on which apportionments will be based will be the estimate of 
costs for the designations within a State out of the original 40,000 
miles. The thousand miles additional was specifically excluded from 
the estimate of costs. 

Secretary Weeks. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Pardon me. This table will clearly show, and so 
we may re: ad the cost per mile of that portion which is to be constructed 
in the next 3 years by States, will it not ? 

Secretary Werks. It will show, as I understand it now, 1 column, 
original 1955 estimate; a column for the present estimate; and a 
column for the 1,452 miles; and other columns 

Senator Gore. For the thousand. 
Secretary Weeks. For the thousand. 
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Senator Gorr. Did you use the 1,400 miles by way of suggestion 
or by way of designation ? What about the thousand miles? Which 
State got the 1,000 and which the 1,400 ¢ 

Secret: iry Werks. Some suggestions and some designations in both. 
Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. What I am asking you is which States received des- 
ignation within the 40,000 limitation for which apportionment will 
be made in accordance with estimates and which States received des- 
ignations from the 1,000 extra miles for which apportionment will not 
be made under the law in conformity with estimates ? 

Secretary Werks. We will put that in the table. 

Senator Gore. All right; fine. 

Senator Cotton ¢ 

Senator Corron. I am not sure I quite understand your answer. 
In this table you are going to furnish, will it show how many miles 
of Interstate System is to be built in each State in this coming 3 years 
that we are making appropriations for and how much each State is 
paying per mile for that ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No. 

Senator Corron. We won't have that ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. No. 

Senator Corron. Can we have that ? 

Secretary Wreks. Well, the estimate is the total cost of completing 
the 38,548 miles. 

Senator Corron. The whole program up to that point. 

Secretary Weeks. The whole program up to that point. Do you 
want to listen to his question again’ Ido pa think I understand. 

Senator Corron. Here is the situation. I do not want you to think 
that my questions are to show anything improper because T have every 
confidence in the way you are going forward, Mr. Secretary, I want 
that clear. But, Congress is about to make what has been charac- 
terized here as an appropriation for 3 years of many billions of dollars 
to build the Interstate System and other systems, too, but that portion 
of the Interstate System that comes during the next 3 years. 

Secretary Wreks. And the ABC System. 

Senator Corron. Some questions have been raised here naturally as 
reflected in the minds of the committee about whether some States 
are being extravagant in their requests and estimates and the kind of 
road they are building and whether other States might be suffering 
therefrom. Now, is it possible for us to have sooner or later or 
before we have to pass on this, so we can see clearly referring only 
to this that we are about to authorize and appropriate, if the term 
may be used, money to pay, so we can see how much the road 
costing in Ohio, Indiana, Hlinois, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
and New Hampshire / 

Secretary Weeks. You will have that. 

Senator Corron. But it will not be on this particular table / 

Mr. Roruscuiip. The committee has a copy of every one of these 
estimates and if I understand the chairman correctly, he said he was 
going to have your engineers examine those estimates. I think that 
would indicate just what you are looking for, Senator. 
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Secretary Werks. You will have it by States. We will put it that 
way. You will have the 1955 estimate by States and the 1957 estimate 
by States. 

Senator Corron. You mean separate from the record of these hear- 
ings? 

Secretary Weeks. This will be on the tables that the chairman has 
asked for. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb? 

Senator Revercoms. No further questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Cass. No. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions of the Secretary ? 

(There was no response. ) 

Senator Gore. Do you have any further statement you would like 
to make, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Weeks. No; thank you. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy will take the stand at 10:30 tomorrow. 
The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11:40 a. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10:30 a. m., Wednesday, January 15, 1958.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 1958 


Unitrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore, McNamara, Kerr, Scott, Case, Hruska, and 
Revercomb. 
Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy. 


STATEMENT OF BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR; ACCOMPANIED BY LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, 
UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE; CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, GENERAL COUNSEL, BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ROADS; FRANK C. TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 
OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND J. C. ALLEN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
FOR ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Tawtamy. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which, 
with the permission of the committee, I would like to file in the in- 
terests of saving your time. I thought it would be desirable to pro- 
ceed in that fashion by filing it and then refer to some of the charts 
and tables which are appended to my comments and enlarge upon 
those, because I think they are rather interesting and present some 
important facts which could stand enlarging and also permit. ques- 
tions on them. 

Then following that, proceed with a discussion of the effect of the 
proposed legislation having to do with the trust fund, which we dis- 
cussed yesterday, and then following that, discuss the preparation of 
the 108—D estimate and then if the committee would like, I could 
briefly summarize some of the principal subjects discussed in the pre- 
pared statement such as the reorganization of our field offices and 
decentralization of the Bureau. Steps have been taken to expedite 
the advancement of the construction program. We are making some 
studies in cooperation with the American Association of State High- 
way Officials relating to the development of procedures having to do 
with scheduling, planning, and construction of the Interstate System. 
I would also like to discuss subsequently our policies in relation to 
public hearings, and the protection of Federal funds in the advance- 
ment of the program. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 
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(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. You may proceed as you desire, Mr. Tallamy, and 
your statement with the appended charts will be made a part of the 
record, 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Secretary Weeks has told you 
that the progress of the highway program is most gratifying. I appreciate this 
opportunity to amplify his statement and to discuss further the programs with 
which the Bureau of Public Roads is concerned. 


STATUS OF THE PROGRAM 


The Federal-aid highway program is proceeding in accordance with our ex- 
pectations and the highway trust fund receipts are running very close to earlier 
estimates. 

In the charts presented in my testimony before this committee last April, 
program progress, as measured by funds obligated for construction, right-of- 
way acquisition, and preparation of plans, was estimated at $3.483 billion from 
July 1, 1956, through December 31, 1957. Actual obligations for this period 
totaled $3.601 billion. 

Trust fund receipts were estimated by the Secretary of the Treasury on March 
1, 1957, at $1.542 billion for the fiscal year 1957 and $2.070 billion for the fiscal 
year 1958. Actual net receipts totaled $1.482 billion during the fiscal year 1957 
and $1.104 billion during the first 6 months of fiscal 1958. 

At the end of the fiscal year 1957, obligations of primary, secondary, and urban 
funds for what is commonly known as the ABC program exceeded our goal by 
approximately $15 million while obligations of Interstate System funds were 
under our goal by about the same amount. As of December 31, 1957, interstate 
obligations were $118 million over our schedule, and ABC obligations were 
equal to it. In total for both of the programs, we are $118 million, or about 3 
percent, ahead. 

Charts A, B, and C show the relationship of actual obligations to obligation 
schedules. The horizontal shaded lines with double arrowheads represent 
scheduled goals for obligations for the fiscal years shown. The schedules shown 
for the fiscal years 1957, 1958, and 1959 are as discussed with this committee 
last April. Any point on the solid line represents total Federal-aid funds obli- 
gated during the preceding 12 months for contracts advertised, preliminary 
engineering, and right-of-way. 

Chart A shows data for the total of the ABC and the interstate pregrams. 
It is apparent that the rate of progress in obligating funds is keeping pace with 
increases in annual schedules. 

Total obligations during the fiscal year 1957 were $2.223 billion. By the end 
of December 1957 we had almost reached the anmual rate necessary to meet the 
scheduled obligations for the full fiscal year 1958. 

Data for primary, secondary, and urban funds combined are shown on chart 
B. These ABC funds show a comparatively moderate increase in annual sched- 
ules. Here again the solid line showing the actual annual rate of obligations 
has followed this increase. The schedule for 1958 is only $10 million greater 
than actual obligations during the fiscal year 1957. It is expected that by the 
end of the fiscal year 1958 the rather minor downturn in actual obligations dur- 
ing the past 6 months, as shown on the chart, will be reversed and the schedule 
easily reached. 

Chart C, the third of the annual rate charts, covers the interstate program. 
Here the annual rate of obligations has increased sharply, especially during 
the fiscal year 1957 when the annual schedule rose from $175 million to $1.4 
billion. It is noteworthy that the States have been able to obligate funds at a 
rate that keeps pace with this expansion. Advance planning by the State high- 
way departments to take advantage of the early apportionment of funds for 
the fiscal years 1957, 1958, and 1959 was one of the factors that made this great 
increase in rate possible. We have already very nearly reached the obligation 
rate scheduled for the fiscal year 1958, which, as I pointed out in my testimony 
last year, is higher than the rate of obligations we will be able to make in the 
future without overdrawing the trust fund at any time. 
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Tables 1 and 2 indicate progress on the ABC and interstate programs since 
passage of the 1956 act. 

Table 1 shows data for the ABC program. Contracts were authorized for 
advertising on 9,616 projects from July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1957, providing 
for various types of improvements to 35,652 miles of Federal-Aid primary, sec- 
ondary, and urban highways at an estimated total cost of $2.188 billion, of 
which $1.120 billion are Federal funds. During this period the additional 
Federal ABC funds obligated for preliminary engineering amounted to $29 
million and for right-of-way acquisition, to about $61 million. 

Table 2 shows that 1,127 construction projects were authorized for adver- 
tising during the period from July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1957, for stage or 
final improvements to 3,175 miles of the Interstate System. The estimated total 
cost of these projects is $1.730 billion, including $1.495 billion of Federal funds. 

In addition to the actual construction, Federal funds totaling $235 million for 
preliminary engineering and $638 million for acquisition of rights-of-way on 
interstate projects were obligated during the same period. 

As shown in table 3, the States have not responded uniformly in expanding 
their interstate programs. Where a State had on July 1, 1956, an active pro- 
gram of interstate-type design, the utilization of interstate funds has been 
rapid. Where there was no such planning, program progress has been neces- 
sarily slower. On December 31, 1957, 8 States were obligating 1957 funds, 33 
were using 1958 funds, and 8 were into their 1959 funds. Those States still 
obligating 1957 funds expect to show good progress during 1958. For the 
country as a whole, an amount equivalent to 72 percent of the 1958 funds had 
been obligated. Table 4 provides corresponding data covering utilization of 
ABC funds. Seven States are obligating 1957 or prior-year funds. Thirty-eight 
States are now obligating 1958 funds, and 7 States are obligating 1959 funds. 
For the country as a whole, an amount equivalent to 56 percent of the 1958 
funds had been obligated. 

I should call to your attention, however, that States that are most advanced 
may not be able to continue their programs at present rates because of the 
need to defer apportionment of fiscal year 1960 funds and to reduce the inter- 
state apportionment below the amount authorized for that year. In my testi- 
mony last April, I indicated that in order to avoid overdrawing the trust fund 
it would be necessary to defer apportionment of the ABC and interstate 1960 
fiscal year funds until December 1958 and to reduce the authorized interstate 
apportionment of $2.2 billion by about $600 million. 

Thus, after the 1959 fiscal year funds have been fully obligated in any 
State, it will be necessary to defer approval for advertising additional projects 
in that State until 1960 fiscal year funds are apportioned, except for advance 
construction of interstate projects financed by State funds as provided in 
section 108 (h) of the 1956 act. The date of the apportionment of 1960 funds 
and the amount of interstate funds that can be apportioned for the fiscal year 
1960 will be controlled by the estimate of revenues accruing to the highway 
trust fund as provided by section 209 (g) of the 1956 act. It is not expected 
that revised trust fund estimates will make any significant change in our plans 
developed last April in respect to apportionment of 1960 funds. 


DECENTRALIZATION OF BUREAU FUNCTIONS 


Soon after the enactment of the 1956 Highway Act the Bureau decentralized 
many of its functions in the interest of expediting the program. As a result, 
only those problems which involve high policy or are national in implication are 
referred to the Washington level by the Bureau’s regional and division offices. 
It is my belief that we have an obligation to carry out the administration of 
the highway program in such a manner that the States will find our field 
representatives fully authorized to act immediately in most matters. 

In line with this policy the following delegations of authority to field offices 
have been made since passage of the 1956 act: 

1. Approval of final location of interstate routes between intermediate control 
points ; 

2. Approval of all additions to, and revisions of, the Federal-aid highway sys- 
tems except the Interstate System ; 

3. Approval of all programs of projects for financing with Federal-aid high- 
way funds; 

4. Execution by division engineers of project agreements with the States. 
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By and large we have accomplished our objective in this area, and our regional 
and division offices are now in a position to act with final authority on all stages 
of a project—from the time of programing through approval of plans, execution 
of project agreement, approval of changes and final acceptance and reimburse- 
ment of costs. 

REORGANIZATION OF FIELD OFFICES 


Along with our program for decentralization and delegation of authority, we 
have reorganized our regional and division offices in the field to provide for 
carrying out the new concept of operations. 

In our division office located in each State we have a division engineer in 
charge of all direct operations and responsible for contacts and negotiations with 
the State highway department. The divisions are subdivided geographically 
into districts and areas, each of which operates as self-sufficiently as possible in 
administering the various phases of the program. 

Supervision of division office activities is handled from 10 regional offices in 
the United States and Alaska, with a regional engineer in charge of each office. 
Under our new reorganization plan, the regional offices are almost exclusively 
staff in character, with most line responsibilities delegated to division offices. 
The regional offices provide liaison between the field and Washington offices, and 
are responsible for program coordination throughout the region. I am confident 
that we have a sound organizational plan for administering the greatly expanded 
highway program. 

On August 16, 1957, my last appearance before your committee, I informed 
you that the Bureau was expanding its right-of-way force so that there would 
be at least one appraiser available to each division office. The recruitment of 
these appraisers has been successful, and I have directed the employment of 
as many additional appraisers as may be required to properly handle this part 
of the program. 

ELECTRONIC COMPUTERS AND AERIAL SURVEYS 


During the past year there has been a noticeable increase in the use by the 
States of electronic computers. This is a significant development in the high- 
Way program. Some 27 States now have electronic computers and another 13 
plan to adopt them in the very near future. 

An electronic computer program library has been established in the Bureau 
of Public Roads. The State highway departments and others are contributing 
to it. Up to now, 42 programs have been received, covering numerous phases 
of design and estimating, even including the development of right-of-way data. 
In the aggregate, they cover a large part of our day-to-day highway engineering 
operations and relieve the engineer of former tedious computations. This per- 
mits a relatively small increase in manpower to handle a greatly expanded 
program. 

During the past year the use of aerial surveys has continued to show a notable 
increase. Today nearly all States use aerial photographs in making reconnais- 
sance surveys, comparing route alternatives, or preparing construction plans. 


INTERSTATE SYSTEM SCHEDULING 


Section 108 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 sets forth the intent 
of the Congress that the Interstate System in all States be brought to simul- 
taneous completion. 

Among other things to further this objective, the Bureau, with the assistance 
of a State advisory committee, is in the process of developing policies and pro- 
cedures aimed at (1) developing and putting into effect short-range and long- 
range schedules for advancement of the Interstate Highway program through 
the various construction stages in a manner and sequence of operations designed 
to promote progressive completion of continuous routes and an integrated net- 
work of usable facilities, and (2) measuring and reporting the actual progress 
made in completion of the construction work in accordance with the planned 
schedules. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 


Another matter of interest is the holding of the required public hearings by 
the States concerning route locations. Under Bureau procedures, the States first 
propose the general location of a designated route or section thereof, which, if 
found satisfactory, is tentatively agreed upon by the Bureau. Following this, 
the States proceed with the development of prepreliminary plans for the route 
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proposed by the State to the degree adequate for presentation at a public hear- 
ing. They also collect appropriate data concerning alternate locations. This 
material is presented and fully discussed at the public hearing. The States then 
weigh the evidence presented at the hearing, determine a final location, and 
request Bureau approval for further advancement of the project. 

This procedure requires that public hearings on route locations be held in the 
early stages of the development of plans. It was set forth in detail in a memo- 
randum dated November 7, 1957, to assure uniform application by all States of 
procedures previously established by the Bureau. 


PROTECTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS 


In my statement to you on August 16, 1957, I mentioned the creation of the 
Bureau's Project Examination Division to act as a watchdog for irregularities in 
connection with the highway program, and to provide an internal review of the 
Bureau's field offices and a review of State activities involving Federal-aid 
projects. This Division is now organized, with several teams conducting field 
reviews. 

Your committee knows that because of the irregularities exposed in Indiana, 
the Bureau on April 15, 1957, withheld Federal reimbursement for right-of-way 
acquired there prior to that date. The audit review of Indiana’s claims for re 
imbursement for those properties has been developed in cooperation with the 
General Accounting Office and no payment for any such right-of-way in Indiana 
is being made until after the auditors of the General Accounting Office have 
reviewed the audit made by the auditors of the Bureau. 

So far as recent acquisitions in Indiana are concerned, Indiana’s new prac- 
tices and procedures relating to the acquisition of right-of-way which were 
approved by the Bureau last June are designed to correct previous practices. 

There is evidence of recent irregularities in two other States which I should 
call to your attention. In Arizona, the chief right-of-way agent for the highway 
department was arrested for allegedly causing a State warrant in the amount 
of $8,700 to be issued to a fictitious person for right-of-way needed by the State, 
and of pocketing the proceeds. In Oregon, one of the State right-of-way agents 
was arrested on a charge of soliciting and accepting a bribe in connection with 
the purchase of property for a Federal-aid project. The agent allegedly offered 
to obtain a purchase price higher than the amount which was apparently accept- 
able to the owner, if the owner would share the additional amount with him. 

In each of these two incidents, which were initially disclosed by the States, 
action was taken by the Bureau to withhold reimbursements for right-of-way 
acquired by the States involved to the extent necessary to protect the Federal 
interest. Although our information to date indicates that no Federal funds 
have been paid for right-of-way on these projects, we are conducting a thorough 
investigation of all right-of-way transactions on Federal-aid projects with which 
these two men were connected. 

You have previously indicated an interest in possible malfeasance on the part 
of construction contractors involved in the highway program. Recently in 
Arkansas a subcontractor on a Federal-aid highway project and a resident engi- 
neer of the State highway department were each sentenced to 30 months’ impris- 
onment for violation of section 18 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. 
This case, which involved false certification concerning the quantity of materials 
delivered to the project, is the only violation of section 18 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1954 that has come to our attention. 

Any program of the magnitude of the present highway program, which involves 
the expenditure of billions of dollars, is a temptation to dishonest and unscrupu- 
lous persons. The responsibility of minimizing opportunities for such persons 
to profit at public expense and of promptly detecting and punishing any violation 
of law, rests upon the public officials administering the program. I am deeply 
disturbed by any indication of irregularities, of course, but when the size of the 
program and the number of people involved are considered, the few irregularities 
which have occurred are seen in their proper perspective. The comparatively 
small number of irregularities is a good indication that our practices and pro- 
cedures have been effective, and I can assure you that we will continue to investi- 
gate promptly and thoroughly and take appropriate action with respect to any 
irregularities which may occur in the future. 

At this point I would like to discuss briefly several other programs administered 
by the Bureau of Public Roads. 
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FOREST AND PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS 


The forest highway program is proceeding at about the authorized level of $30 
million annually. As of November 30, 1957, the volume of forest highway work 
under construction in 23 States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico totaled 376 miles, for 
which the estimated total cost is $27,508,566. Projects advertised and contracts 
awarded upon which construction had not started amounted to approximately 
$11 million in total cost for 184 miles of highway. Projects in program status 
at that time total 149 miles for an estimated total cost of approximately 
$7,400,000. 

Authorizations for public lands highways were provided by the 1956 act in 
the amount of $2 million for each of the fiscal years 1957, 1958, and 1959. Author- 
izations for fiscal years 1957 and 1958 and a part of the authorization for the fiscal 
year 1959 have already been allocated to specific projects. 


INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Construction of the Inter-American Highway during the past year has also 
proceeded generally according to schedule. At the present time, the Inter-Ameri- 
can Highway which begins at Laredo, Tex., and extends 3,175 miles to Panama 
City, is passable at all times from Laredo to San Isidro, Costa Rica, a distance 
of 2,725 miles, except for a few miles now nearing completion in Guatemala 
adjacent to the Mexican border. Although considerable difficulty has been 
experienced with slides in this section, it is expected that it will be open to 
controlled traffic in the next few months. In this case, controlled traffic means 
that the highway will still be under construction and that short delays may be 
expected from time to time due to slide removal, construction activities, or 
weather conditions. 

From San Isidro to Concepcion, Panama, a distance of about 150 miles, the 
route is impassable, but is all under construction at this time. 

From Concepcion to Panama City about one-third the length of the route has 
already been completed and is being used by traffic. The remainder of the route, 
over which there is an inadequate and substandard road, lies in the western 
part of the country and is either under construction now or shortly will be 
advanced to the construction stage. 

Good progress in construction has been made during the past year. At present, 
751 miles are under construction involving 28 contracts at a total cost of 
approximately $69,306,000. 

At this time I would like to discuss with the members of your committee certain 
studies which have been or are being made in accordance with recent statutes. 


INTERSTATE SYSTEM COST ESTIMATE STUDY 


Pursuant to section 108 (d) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, an esti- 
mate of the cost of completing the National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways, in each State and the District of Columbia, has been prepared for 
use, When approved by the Congress, in apportioning Interstate System funds 
authorized for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, 1961, and 1962. The report 
of this study, together with the conclusions reached as a result of it, has been 
submitted to the Congress. 

As you may have noted, the facts as contained in this estimate are derived 
from analyses and summation of estimates of costs set forth in detail in 49 
bound volumes of reports from individual States and the District of Columbia. 

To serve as a standard guide for the States the Bureau of Public Roads, 
working with representatives of the State highway departments, prepared in 
October of 1956 an instruction manual which outlined in detail the procedures to 
be followed in preparation of the estimate. This manual was furnished to all 
the State highway departments, and an additional guide was prepared by the 
Bureau of Public Roads and furnished to the States to serve as a means of 
checking their forecasts of traffic. Since everyone working on the estimate was 
provided the same guides, maximum uniformity has been obtained. 

However, I want to emphasize that, as the report points out, uniformity as 
used here does not mean that the average cost of constructing a mile of road, 
or any other factors, will be the same in all States. Such a comparison of 
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averages is impossible because uf wide variations in conditions such as traffic, 
terrain, climate, and other factors peculiar to individual States and even within 
different parts of the same State. 

Within the scope of practical uniformity there is a balance between traffic 
needs in a particular circumstance and the highway design used to satisfy that 
need. There are and should be provisions for some range and variation in 
design. Uniformity in this sense, therefore, means the application in all of the 
States of the design range provided in the geometric design standards approved 
for the Interstate System pursuant to section 108 (i) of the 1956 act. 

Table B of the report shows the total amounts to be deducted from the esti- 
mated costs of the Interstate System. 

After applying these deductions, the total estimated cost to be used in 
determining the apportionment factors for fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962 are 
shown in table © as $32,142,055,000. This amount includes approximately 
$3,065,409,000 of State matching funds, leaving an estimated $29,076,646,000 to 
be supplied from the highway trust fund for the 1960 and later fiscal years. 

Table D indicates the apportionment factors which we recommended to be 
used for apportioning the Interstate Highway funds for the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1960, 1961, and 1962. 


REIMBURSEMENT STUDY 


Section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 directed the Secretary of 
Commerce to determine which highways, whether toll or free, completed or 
put under construction on the Interstate System between August 2, 1947, and 
June 30, 1957, might be eligible for consideration for reimbursement. 

With the cooperation of the State highway departments, the Bureau of Public 
Roads undertook this study and has reported its findings to the Congress. 

Of the 38,548 miles of approved detailed locations on the Interstate System 
as of September 1957, it was found that 1,955 miles had been fully completed to 
interstate standards. An additional 8,904 miles had partial construction which 
met interstate standards. In total, 10,859 miles, or 28 percent, met the criteria 
for consideration for reimbursement. In this mileage were included 1,950 miles 
of toll roads in 26 States and 8,909 miles of free roads in 47 States. 

The total cost of the highways eligible for consideration for reimbursement 
amounted to $6.09 billion, of which $2.59 billion was for toll roads and $3.50 
billion for free roads. Federal-aid funds accounted for 32 percent of the latter. 

Since only highways completed or undertaken in the last 10 years were con- 
sidered, their average life span was short: 37 percent of the costs represented 
work under construction or awarded to contract on June 30, 1957; 30 percent 
represented completed work less than 2 years old; 33 percent represented com- 
pleted work 2 to 10 years old. 

As a consequence, the computed depreciation of the total $6.09 billion cost 
amounted to only $174 million. The total cost less depreciation for the 10,859 
miles eligible for consideration for reimbursement amounted to $5.92 billion, 
of which $2.52 billion was accounted for in toll roads and $3.40 billion in free 
roads. 

In addition to these 2 reports already submitted to Congress, the Bureau is 
making 8 other studies required by law. 


VEHICLE SIZE AND WEIGHT STUDY 


Section 108 (k) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, directs the Secretary 
of Commerce to conduct a series of tests and to make recommendations to the 
Congress with respect to maximum desirable vehicle dimensions and weights. 

The construction of the AASHO test road between Ottawa and La Salle, IIL, 
was undertaken pursuant to this directive and is progressing. Because of diffi- 
culties encountered last summer in obtaining satisfactory bids the original time 
schedule for the project was delayed about a year. However, grading has been 
completed, the contract for surfacing awarded and portions of both concrete 
and bituminous surfacing are already in place together with a major part 
of the necessary instrumentation. Surfacing will be resumed as early as weather 
permits this spring, and it is expected that test.traffic will begin about August 
this year. Regular highway-type vehicular test traffic will continue until 1960 
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after which tests with heavy military vehicles and other special tests will be 
undertaken. 

Companion studies on the cost of operation of vehicles of different weights 
under different highway conditions and of the cubical quantity and unit packaged 
weights of the commodities expected to be moved by highway are well along 
toward completion. 

While early results of the AASHO road test may become available in time to 
permit a preliminary report to Congress on desirable limitations of vehicle 
size and weight by the date of March 1, 1959, specified in the law, it is apparent 
that final conclusions cannot be drawn until after the road test is completed 
The Bureau of Public Roads is joining with the American Association of State 
Highway Officials in investigating all aspects of the matter preparatory to re- 
viewing and, if desirable, modifying the AASHO policy on size and weight of 
vehicles which was adopted by the association in 1946. Adequate data for this 
review are not expected to be fully available until late in 1960. In view of this 
schedule, which is foreshortened to the maximum extent possible without jeop- 
ardizing the validity of the test, the Congress may wish to give consideration to 
extending the time for submission of the report called for by the 1956 act. 


HIGHWAY SAFETY STUDY 


Section 117 of the 1956 act directs the Secretary of Commerce to make a com- 
plete investigation and study to determine what action can be taken by the 
Federal Government to increase highway safety, and to report his findings and 
recommendations to the Congress not later than March 1, 1959. 

The Bureau is making steady progress on this study. Major attention is 
being given to the potentials of basic and applied research for development of 
accident prevention strategy. Typical of the work underway is the study 
of accident causes, involving a team of social, medical, and engineering scientists, 
and the series of researches initiated in selected States to obtain much-needed 
data on the fundamental interrelationships of driver characteristics, vehicle speed 
and horsepower, highway design, and other environmental conditions. The mag- 
nitude and nature of the economic losses occasioned by traffic accidents is another 
important consideration that is being studied. Excellent cooperation is being 
given by other Federal agencies, State and local authorities, the automotive 
industry, and the many organizations with responsibility and concern for highway 
safety. 

HIGHWAY COST ALLOCATION STUDY 


Section 210 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 directs the Secretary of 
Commerce to make a study and investigation in order to provide Congress with 
information on matters relating to the equities in Federal taxation for the sup- 
port of highways. This project is in the final stages of its data-collecting phase, 
which includes five major efforts on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads, the 
State highway departments, and other cooperating agencies. These are: 

(1) A sample census of the numbers of motor vehicles in each type and 
weight group; 

(2) A comprehensive survey of traffic volume and weight composition 
on the Interstate, other Federal-aid primary, and Federal-aid secondary 
highway systems, rural and urban; 

(3) A State-by-State estimate of highway needs, rural and urban, in a 
form suitable for the analyses of costs occasioned and benefits derived by 
vehicles of different types and dimensions ; 

(4) Experimental studies, conducted chiefly in universities, of the costs 
of vehicle operation under traffic congestion and the consequent benefits de- 
rived from highway improvement to relieve congestion ; and 

(5) Studies, also chiefly conducted with university cooperation, of the 
effects of highway improvements upon property values, land use, and the 
general public. 

The second major phase, that of analysis, will get into full swing in the early 
part of 1958. The final phase, that of making interpretations and findings and 
preparing the report due March 1, 1959, will be undertaken and completed during 
the latter half of 1958. 
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SECONDARY ROAD CONSULTANTS 


To promote better mutual understanding between the engineers of the coun- 
ties, the State highway departments, and the Bureau of Public Roads, with re- 
gard to the Federal-aid highway program, the Bureau of Public Roads has taken 
steps to appoint a Board of County Engineers to serve as consultants to the 
Bureau. It is planned there will be 1 such county representative from each 
of the 9 regions of the Bureau to provide representation from all geographic 
areas of the United States. Letters have been sent to nine outstanding county 
engineers inviting them to serve on this consultant board. It is expected that 
the full membership of the Board will be established this month. 

I have attempted to cover most of the areas of major interest in the highway 
program and I shall endeavor to answer questions about these or other sub- 
jects in which you may be interested. I also wish to express to the committee 
my sincere appreciation of its keen interest in advancing this vital highway 
program. 
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TABLE 1.—Progress of the primary, secondary, and urban program, July 1, 1956, 
through Dee. 31, 1957 


Number of | | Number of 
construc- Total cost Federalfunds | Miles | bridges 
tion | | | 
projects | } 
ieee: -—-——|- : — 
Preliminary engineering author- | | | 
ized | $56, 094, 566 | $29, 191, 577 |... -| 
Right-of-way acquisition author- | 117, 568, O86 60, 690, 357 |_.... en . . 
Construction contracts advertised 9, 616 2, 187, 584, 691 1, 120,123,991 | 35, 652.1 | 6, 179 
Total authorized ele ; 9, 616 2, 361, 247, 343 1, 210,005,925 | 35,652.1 | 6, 179 
| 


TABLE 2.—Progress of the Interstate System program, July 1, 1956, through 
Dec. 31, 1957 


Number of 


construc- Total cost Federal funds Miles Number of 
tion | bridges 
projects | | 
Preliminary engineering author- 
ized $268, 411, 895 $235, 253, 133 
Right-of-way acquisition author- 
ized 969, 724, 115 638, 157, 794 
Construction contracts advertised 1, 127 1, 729, 960, 557 1, 494, 626, 887 3, 175.3 2, 871 
Total authorized a 1, 127 2, 968, 096, 567 2, 368, 037, 814 3, 175.3 2, 871 


PROGRESS OF THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM PROGRAM 


TasLe 3.—Relationship to fiscal year authorizations, by percentage groupings, 
as of December 31, 1957 


States (8) utilizing 1959 funds; percentage of 1959 funds covered by con- 
tracts advertised and funds obligated: 





State: Percent | State—Continued Percent 
Ohio <i epee raks eee: ci | as eit este ts, 27 
Marvgiené..42c..: gttae 63 | New Mexico_____- Here $5 3; 
GelitirBihiie ti ets mS Gh: We yO. os ee a 9 
Naw Merk... act Missouri________- Bae 2° 


States (83) utilizing 1958 funds; percentage of 1958 funds covered by con- 
tracts advertised and funds obligated: 


50 to 100 percent: 50 to 100 percent—Continued 


States (15): Percent States (15)—Continued Percent 
Rhode Island_-_.---~-- 95 | Colorado___ Bihgaths 67 
Minnenote toss: isc 93 | Oklahoma al eR os. 67 
Virginia _...__.. . 92 | Washington___.__ itis teins, a 
Mississippi-__-- | Massachusetts_..tmn..... 64 
Kansas___ —— CCC Oaccccnacaccacme | 
Oregon 4 Jaci Mein : Bt 
I nn ceiias she td  deeae 70 | ——— 
Pennsylvania ie ie) ae United States average_ 72 
District of Columbia_____ 69} =— 

0 to 50 percent : | 0 to 50 percent—Continued 

States (18): Percent | States (18)—Continued Percent 
lowa caeatie acd siatecaua’ a a 37 
ATUADEAS cans : 47 | OR ogc | 
NOTE SIONOOR: Cainiicccum SE NOMMOCNG 5. ccc oc oe ee 
Arizona___ an 45 North Garolina.._...... saa <n 
Nevada. sci : 45 | Louisiana______- Se ies 
New Hampshire__.------_ 43 | Alabama... ee ae 
Florida : Se Nebraska. deh > 2. Oe 
WN cdo sccasciansiesuieinccwcesnion ~ Georgia timid 1 
INOW 2OrOee oo tS eatiece 39 Wisconsin i z 1 





22769—58 8 
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States (8) utilizing 1957 funds; percentage of 1957 funds covered by con- 


tracts advertised and funds obligated: 


State: Percent 
South Carolina___._-_.___~_- _ 94 
es let cule 91 
A <n 
I cs ticaccinies 78 


State—Continued Percent 
OES Racca Rabies Wane 
Indiana______ acd aa ae 
0 

I Pe 21 


PROGRESS OF THE PRIMARY, SECONDARY, AND URBAN PROGRAM 


TABLE 4.—Relationship to fiscal year authorizations, by percentage groupings, as 


of Dec. 


31,1957 


States (7) utilizing 1959 funds; percentage of 1959 funds covered by contracts 


advertised and funds obligated : 


State : Percent 
EE ee arn 23 
(9 hp 18 
| eee ee 17 
pee tiles perenne 1: 


State—Continued Percent 
Be ae 
ao ee 11 
Rs ci a no oat 9 


States (38) utilizing 1958 funds ; percentage of 1958 funds covered by contracts 


advertised and funds obligated : 
50 to 100 percent : 


States (22): Percent 
ES 99 
ee eat 99 
RN nn ites 90 
allenic il 89 
a oe 5 
eS ns 2 82 
iE ae eee 77 
norte Dako... G7 
a a LS 72 
ie 72 
CI eg acct 71 
NN oa isc cists icekciaimesenes 71 
OR oe a kn 66 

0 to 50 percent: 

States (16): Percent 
North Carolina__...... 49 
SS SSS 49 
Sou ene... 48 
Massachusetts._._________ 47 
New Hampshire_________ 47 
I eid ktictdn 47 
Pennsylvania__._.._____-- 43 
ta ere) 40 


| 50 to 100 percent—Continued 





States (22)—Continued Percent 
ye 62 
CEES SS ee 60 
I es no tt ELS, 58 
NN actos ens ose ort 
a 53 
Se Se 51 
eee tease a 
Nn ee 51 
Rhode Isiand............. 6 50 

United States av- 
a. iaiaB accep caches 56 
|0 to 50 percent—Continued 

States (16)—Continued Percent 
WRINetOR .. ....cunse ened’ 37 
8 36 
a ee a Bee 34 
eA cash se cavninceieendesthteekae 19 
Wn adleke th Soe 12 
RII i i rind ce 7 
PRAOIME ios. cae oe 5 

South Carolina_________~- 1 


States (7) utilizing 1957 funds; percentage of 1957 funds covered by contracts 


advertised and funds obligated : 


State: Percent 
SEE eRe 85 
. 2 85 
tales 56 
a ee ae eee 46 


11956. 


TR 


tate—Continued Percent 
IE OO va oma ladenimes 7 
Connecticut Lo ee 
District of Columbia_._____ (*) 
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Mr. Tatitamy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Appended to my com- 
ments in relation to the advancement of the interstate and ABC pro- 
grams are some charts which I have enlarged and placed on the easel 
to which I would like to refer because they point to some interesting 
facts related to the expansion of the Bureau organization and the 
State organizations in a manner which illustrates that we are now 
in a position to carry on this enlarged program. 

The solid black line [indicating] indicates the rate of ability of the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway departments to do 
work in a single year. Each point on this ‘chart along the black line 
represents the volume of work which has been accomplished— 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Tatiamy. To repeat, each point on this line, then, represents 
the total amount of obligations for the preceding 12 months which 
the Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway departments have 
made on the ABC program and upon the interstate program. You 
will notice that, for the fiscal year of 1956, we had a scheduled obliga- 
tion rate of $875 million. Now, the scheduled obligation rates are 
shown on the chart as dotted horizontal lines with an arrow at each 
end. So that we had a goal for the fiscal year 1956 of $875 million. 

We reached that goal before the end of the fiscal year of 1956. In 
1957, we had a goal of $2,225 million. 

The various States proceeded during the fiscal year 1957 to expand 
their engineering forces to use electronic equipment and to hire con- 
sultants, which enabled them to carry on a greater volume of work 
than they had been able to do before. 

The Bureau decentralized, reorganized its division offices and re- 
gional offices, and exp anded its fore es so that it could handle a greater 
volume of work. So that, during this year, we made great ‘strides 
forward in the capacity of the States and ihe Bureau to do work. 
By the end of fiscal year 1957, we reached the schedule for that 
particular year of $2,225 million. 

Our schedule for the year 1958 is $2,550 million. To date, we have 
definitely reached that goal in ability to do work. We now have 
reached the rate of $2,506 million. 

The schedule for 1959 will drop from $2,550 million to what we 
thought last year would be $2.4 billion, but it is going to have a further 
drop of another $100 million, so that, actually, our schedule for 1959 
will be $2,300 million. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara (presiding). Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Tallamy, will that drop of $100 million be due 
to a failure of the tax revenues or the revenues available for the trust 
fund to meet the anticipation / 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is caused by the necessity of shifting the time of 
apportionment of funds to the various States from ‘the first of 
December to the last of December. 

Now, shifting the time that we will be able to make the apportion- 
ment will, naturally, affect the amount of work that we can do in the 
fiscal year 1959 by about 1 month. 
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Senator Case. Is that shifting of the time of the apportionment in 
order that the Secretary of Commerce and the Secret: ury of the Treas- 
ury may coordinate on the way the revenues are coming in? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes sir; the law specifically provides that we can- 
not create obligations at any time which will result siheaquanthy in 
an expenditure from the trust fund in excess of the amount of money 
which will be available in the trust fund. According to our estimate 
of receipts in the trust fund and demands against it, we cannot ap- 
portion the interstate and the ABC funds next year ‘until the latter 
part of December. We had thought we would be able to do it the 
Ist of December. 

Senator Case. But, by going to the last of December, you get a more 
accurate estimate on the amount of the funds available. 

Mr. Tattamy. By going to the latter part of December, we gain 
a month in revenues in the trust fund 2 years later. In other words, 
2 years from the time we make this apportionment, there must be 
enough money in the trust fund to meet our obligations; so, if we delay 
the apportionment of funds 1 month, that permits an accumulation of 
an added month’s revenue into the trust fund, and that added month’s 
revenue in the trust fund then makes it possible to meet these obliga- 
ions without overdrawing the trust fund. 

Senator Casr. And, as a matter of fact, that will level itself out in 
time. That is, this month, you are not losing a month of revenue or 
anything of that sort; you are simply getting your apportionment 
to « ‘orrespond better to the bookkeeping 4 

Mr: Tattamy. That is right; that is the reason for it, sir. I might 
point out, however, there 1s another slight difference caused by ad- 
vances. We contemplate that there will be certain advances to the 
States as we always have had. They, in previous years, have been 
considered a part of the obligations, but we do not now include them 
as obligations under the procedures of the Budget bureau. They are 
only considered as expenditures. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Tallamy, I would like to go back to your 1957 
figure for a moment. What is the cutoff date there for the $875 
million ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is June 30, 1956. That is for the $875 million. 

Senator Case. You are dealing, then, with calendar years, whereas 
our authorizations are based upon a fiscal year ? 

Mr. Tatnamy. No. This period, from this line to this line [ indi- 
cating] represents a fiscal year and at the end of 1956 fiscal year is 
June 30, 1956. 

Senator Case. The first year thereof, fiscal year 1957, then, covers 
the funds which were added to fiscal year 1957 by the 1956 bill? 

Mr. Tatnamy. That is correct. That was the need for this line. 

Senator Case. I want to call attention to that because the other day 
when we were talking about the rate at which the States were com- 
mitting their funds, I think the point was perhaps not made as clearly 
as it should have been that we added to the funds for fiseal year i9 57 
by the 1956 act and most States have their legislatures meet in the year 
following the Federal highway acts. 

The amounts that were made available for fiscal 1957 as known to 
the States when their legislators met in 1955, following the 1954 act, 
was the amount that was set in the 1954 act. I think that very, very 
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few of the States could in January or February of 1955 anticipate 
that in 1956 there would be an addition to their apportionment for 
1957. They similarly couldn’t have known that, so consequently 
there was no way for them to make provisions for the additional 
funds necessary for matching the amount that was added to the 1957 
apportionments. 

Now do you recall the amount by which the regular ABC roads 
were increased in the 1956 act for 1957 apportionment ? 

Mr. Aten. $125 million, sir. 

Senator Case. And that was added to the ABC roads? 

Mr. Auten. That is right, sir. 

Senator Case. What was added to the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Auten. For fiscal year 1957 ¢ 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Auxen. $1 billion. 

Senator Case. So that there was a total of $1 billion plus $12 
million. 

Mr. Auten. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. That was placed before the States for matching after 
most of the legislatures had met. 

When we were looking at the list of States, the eight States that 
were behind, I am surprised that we didn’t realize that more States 
might well have been behind schedule until their legislatures had met 
The legislatures that meet in 1957, in the spring of 1957, had only a 
short time to develop any revenues to take care of the additional 
matching for the apportionments which were made for the year ending 
June 30, 1957. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Tallamy, before you leave that chart, you 
indicate a 2-year period in advance of the current year. Is that set 
up by your regulations, anticipating the revenue for the 2-year period 
prior? 

Mr. Tatutamy. We have determined that is the period necessary be- 
tween the time of the apportionment and the beginning of expendi- 
tures from the trust fund as a result of that apportionment, and that 
is based upon experiences by the Bureau and by the States in projects 
of a nature similar to that of the Interstate System as also tempered 
by the ABC program. 

Senator McNamara. And it applies to both programs ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No, the ABC program has a slightly lesser period 
between the time of obligation and the payments on the trust fund. 
That is why I said, it is tempered by the ABC program. 

Senator McNamara. This is your regulation, not the act? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, it is. 

Senator McNamara. All right. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I might point out, Mr. Chairman, that while the 
apportionment date is the result of our regulation which in turn is 
based upon experience, actually, the law says, of course, that we can- 
not create obligations which will result in expenditures in excess of 
the amount of money that we will have in the trust fund and that is 
why that regulation has to be applied. 

Senator McNamara. I understand. 
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Mr. Tatinamy. Gentlemen, this is chart B, which is furnished to the 
committee, and it indicates the rate of progress on the primary, sec- 
ondary, and urban programs combined. 

For the year of 1956, we had a schedule of $700 million. Actually 
we exceeded that rate of production in that year by the middle of 
the year. For 1957 fiscal year, we had a substantial increase in the 
total of the ABC program as it increased to $825 million as a goal. 
The rate of progress of ability to do work in that year increased to 
$840 million as compared to $825 million. 

Our schedule for 1958 is $850 million, which is only $10 million 
above the rate of doing work at the end of the 1957 fiscal year. So it 
appears very evident that we will be able to reach the ye of $850 
million required for the schedule of that particular year, in view of 
the fact that we were within $10 million of it at the aad of the last 
fiscal year. 

Senator Case. Well—— 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 

Senator Caspr. Does that black mark, that is stopping—that is 
stopping at mid-fiscal year ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. This is December 31, 1957. 

Senator Casr. What was the actual total of commitments as of 
December 31 ¢ 

Mr. Tatutamy. For the ABC program ? 

Senator Case. Yes. What were the actual contracts advertised and 
funds obligated on the ABC program as of December 31, 1957? 

Mr. ‘Tattamy. Would you ask that question again, please? 

Senator Case. What was the total of actual contracts advertised 
and funds obligated on the fiscal year 1958 program at midyear De- 
cember 31, 1957 ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $393 million. 

Senator Case. $393 million, and you have the remaining 6 months 
of the year to complete the difference which would be $457 million. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Does your experience indicate a heavier commit- 
ment during the last half of the fiscal year? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Last year it did; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. So that with almost 50 percent or with almost $400 
million committed in the first 6 months, you have no doubt that the 
other $450 million will be committed during the last half of the year? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Not the slightest, sir. 

This is the chart showing the progress on the Interstate System 
which I think shows remarkable expansion of ability to do work. 

For 1956 we had a goal of $175 million and reached that rate by the 
end of the fiscal year. For 1957 we had a goal of $1.4 billion and 
during that year, expanded from a rate of $175 million up to $1,383 
million. 

For 1958 our goal is $1,700 million and at the present time, our rate 
is $1,680 milljon, almost the rate necessary to maintain a production 
of $1.7 billion. 

Senator Case. When you say rate, how do you determine that rate, 
on a monthly basis? 

Mr. Tartamy. The rate is determined by the amount of obligations 
and contracts awarded in the prior 12 months. This is a yearly rate 
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of ability to do work as gaged by our actual production in the preced- 
ing 12 months. 

Senator Case. Sort of a floating basis ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right, it continues to rise or could fall off. 

But it is very indicative of the capacity of the States and of the 
Bureau to carry on the program. That is why I was particularly 
anxious to show that the States can effectively carry on this program. 

Senator Hruska. At that point, Mr. Tallamy, could you give us 
the amount obligated as of December 31, 1957, similarly to the figure 
which you had given us for the ABC roads? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Mr. Allen advises me that for the first 6 months it is 
$985 million. 

Senator Case. Mr. Tallamy, the overall figure of course is good 
and encouraging but supposing you bring that down a little for us and 
indicate to what extent those commitments represent rights-of-way 
acquisition and what represents actual construction and to what extent 
do they reflect merely the ability of the Bureau and of the State high- 
way authorities to prepare plans and get out the work and to what 
extent do they reflect the ability of the industry to accomplish the 
work ¢ 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. If you will go to table I, on my prepared 
statement, there is a tabulation which—that is attached to the latter 
part of the statement. 

Senator Casz. Fourth from the back, I believe ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Immediately following the charts. 

Mr. Tatiamy. There is a table which shows the actual progress in 
engagements for prelimin: ry engineering, rights-of-way and construc- 
tion for the ABC program. You will notice from this table that we 
have actually placed under contract, or in the contracts advertised 
step, which is essentially the same as having them actually awarded 
since they are in the advertisement stage, some 9,616 projects involving 
35,652 miles at a total cost of $2,187 million, approximately, with 
$1,120 million of Federal funds approximately. In addition to that, 
we have obligated a total of $117,568,000 for rights-of-way, of which 
$60,690,000, are Federal funds, and for preliminary engineering, a 
total of $56,094,000 of which $29,191,000 represents the Federal funds 
for a total of $2,361 million, approximately, of which $1,210 million 
represents Federal funds. I might point out that in addition to that, 


> 


there is $23 million for adminis stration which could be added to that 
to give a total obligation of $1,233 million. 

Now, table II indicates ee, information relating to the 
Interstate System. In this system, construction contracts awarded 
and advertised, involve 1,127 different projects for improvement of 
3,175 miles of interstate highway. I should point out that does not 
mean 3,175 miles of absolutely completed road. There may be in- 
volved some sections that have not been paved. It includes all the 
grading and drainage and adds up to the mileage shown but there may 
be sections which are not paved and which will have to be awarded 
later. 

The amount of money involved for this contractual work is $1,729,- 
960,000—$1,494,600,000 approximately is Federal funds. For right- 
of-way we have obligated $969,700,000 of which $638 million approxi- 
mately is Federal funds. 
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This table also indicates that we have advanced preliminary engi- 
neering to the total extent of $268,400,000 of which $235,200,000 
approximately i is Federal funds, for a total obligation of $2,968,000,000, 
of which $2,368,000,000 is Federal funds. 

That is for the full 18 months’ period since the enactment of the 
legislation and is equal to our goal. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Tallamy, those figures that you have just given us 
indicate the relatively higher cost of right-of-way, a much higher 
relative cost of right-of-way on the Interstate System than on the 
primary, secondary, and urban; that is, if you look at the case of the 
figures. 

“Now, in this right-of-way acquisition for the Interstate System, do 
these dollar figures embrace rights-of-way for portions of the Inter- 
state System which are not embraced in the construction contracts? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, both. It will be for rights-of-way which are 
involved in the construction contracts and for advanced right-of- 
way acquisitions. 

Senator Case. Probably we will get that a little bit later, but it 
would be interesting to know what percentage of the cost of a project 
is right-of-way on the Interstate System on an average, as compared 
with the ratio of the right-of-way to the total construction contract 
on the ABC. 

Mr. Tattamy. We can get that information, of course. 

Senator Case. Perhaps you may not have that with you, but I would 
like to see that in the record to the extent that you can give it. 

Mr.'Tattamy. We will insert that information in the record. Now, 
if you will turn to the next table- 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


TABLE 1.—T otal cost of right-of-way for which funds were obligated on interstate 
29, 1956, through Dec. 31, 1957 


projects, June 


Alabama. 

Arizona 

Arkansas --._- 

California __- 

Colorado 

Connecticut - _ -- 

Delaware. i aaa 

Florida 

Georgia . 
Idaho ; ; 2 
Illinois 
Indiana__. 

lowa 

Kansas _ -- 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine _- 
Maryland 
Massachusetts _- 
Michigan- 
Minnesota -- 
Mississippi- -- 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska- 
Nevada_____ 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey -_- 
New Mexico-_- 
New York : 
North Carolina_ : 
North Dakota... ae 
Ohio __ 
Oklahoma _. 
Oregon _. 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island __- 
South Carolina. 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin -- _- 
Wyoming -..-. 
District of Columbia 


2eCGh, ....<~ 


{In millions] 


| 
| Advance right-of- 
way acquisition 


Urban Rural 
$1.4 $2. 6 
2.9 4.5 
13.0 3 

315. 4 33. 5 
2.7 5.5 
2.7 1.4 

2.7 
6.3 1.0 
7.8 2.1 
3 1.6 
36. 3 18.7 
4.2 
1.5 
2.5 3.4 
14.9 5.0 
4.2 
1.5 3 
8.5 8 
6.2 
20. 1 
27.9 6.6 
j 4.6 2.0 
31.9 8.3 
| 6.3 4.2 
13.0 3.1 
9.3 1.6 
4 
.4 6.1 
} 52.3 4.3 
a o 
2.7 
11.0 
3 5.6 
7 | 3.8 
2.6 
6.8 
1.9 
§ 1.3 
21.5 3.3 
5. 5 1.1 
2.3 3.9 
1.2 17.1 
4.6 3.2 
3. 2 .6 
10. 1 6.3 
is 1.0 
3.3 .8 
638. 0 213.9 


{ 
Right-of-way asso- | 
| @iated with con- | Total 
struction 

Urban Rural Urban Rural 
$0.3 $0.5 $1.7 $3 
2.9 4 
13.0 4 
2 315.6 33 
2 4 2.9 5. 
1 3 2.8 ] 
2 
6.3 1 
7.8 2. 
2 1 5 1. 
36. 3 18. 
1.2 6 1.2 | 4. 
1.3 . 4 1.3 | 6. 
5.5 3.3 8.0 6 
3 1. 52 5. 
3.4 6 3.4 4 

8 1 2.3 

1.0 9.5 
3.5 1.1 9.7 l 
4 20. 
2 28. 1 6. 
2 4.6 2 
8 31.9 9. 
6.3 4. 
5 13.0 3 
2 9.3 ] 
3 2 3 , 
4 6. 
| 1.3 1. 
| 52.3 4. 
| 2.5 | 7.0 2.5 2 
2 7 2 | 3. 
38.0 7 49.0 | 5. 
es gy 1.0 6 
3.7 3. 
8.5 7.0 ll 7. 
6 
2 3.4 2 5. 
6 Q 1.1 2. 
21.5 | 3 
s 1.3 8 | 1 
1.9 5.5 3. 
2.3 3. 
9 2.0 2.1 19. 
4.6 3. 

3.2 | 

10.1 6 
2 ] 1 

3.3 
70.9 46.9 708. 9 260 
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TABLE 2.—Total cost of interstate projects involving both right-of-way acquisition 
and construction 











Urban Rural 
State | Totalcon- | Right-of-way | Total con- Right-of-way 

| struction 13 struction | _ eh 

| and right- |} and right- | 

of-way | Amount Percent of-way | Amount | Percent 

of total of total 
Alabama... $1,613,700 | $302, 043 | 19 | $12,309,670 | $486, 646 4 
California... | 2, 121, 449 190, 000 | a ‘ ; 
Colorado....- a ; 1, 488, 990 | 237, 000 | 16 | 8, 630, 635 428, 400 | 5 
Connecticut......-. Cicaekt 874, 787 121, 467 14 2, 085, 120 338, 540 16 
Idaho... ae 4, 200, 000 | 200, 000 5 1, 653, 719 | 120, 894 7 
Indiana... 4 ep 3,475, 200 | 1, 206, 800 | 35 1, 735, 000 615, 000 35 
Towa... 7,342,000 | 1,353, 626 | 18 | 46, 831, 374 5, 367, 442 | ll 
Kansas ee | 16,209,050 | 5, 525, 454 34 24, 939, 669 | 3, 289, 148 13 
Kentucky - --- 1, 239, 896 266, 232 21 | = De a tena 
Louisiana... 4 3 | 10, 255, 600 3, 394, 700 33 12, 761, 250 547, 550 | 4 
Maine we 5, 115, 000 | 765, 000 15 | 3, 464, 000 147, 200 4 
Maryland 5 4, 525, 167 1, 049, 670 | 23 | | oe 
Massachusetts * 30, 293,165 | 3, 520, 800 12 | 10, 742, 539 1, 132, 555 ll 
Michigan. -- | } 3, 165, 700 362, 300 11 
Minnesota. ‘ 533, 296 | 174, 550 33 | aie 
Mississippi. - - | | | 2, 816, 701 158, 000 6 
Missouri... - _...| 5, 904,280 | 808, 000 14 
Montana... | 1, 890, 000 | 60, 000 3 
Nebraska. | 7, 788, 345 494, 186 6 
Nevada | 3, 968, 367 174, 500 4 
New Hampshire 3, 275, 664 282, 000 9 | 4, 205, 389 149, 500 4 
New Mexico. | : | 35,156,752 | 1,127, 466 3 
North Carolina.. | 5, 693, 631 2, 490, 924 44 34, 821,809 | 6,990, 156 20 
North Dakota | 1, 360, 020 | 170, 360 | 13 6, 020, 080 719, 700 12 
Ohio_. 106, 788, 978 | 38, 008, 040 | 36 | 39, 224, 426 5, 652, 280 14 
Oklahoma. - | 4, 931, 913 732, 325 15 | 12, 513, 400 882, 000 7 
Pennsylvania j 41, 305,955 | 8, 457, 500 | 20} 61, 239, 232 7, 047, 200 12 
South Carolina_ .- -| 893, 000 | 206, 100 23 | 33,380,000 3, 431, 000 10 
South Dakota 5,215,000 | 615, 000 | 12} 30,852,545 | 882, 700 3 
‘Texas. saa 6, 720, 971 | 785, 800 | 12} 20,485, 112 1, 294, 141 6 
Utah : < | | | 25, 847, 000 1, 890, 000 7 
Virginia_....- By : 6, 042, 060 859, 000 | 14 | 9, 695,052 | 2, 020, 354 21 
Wyoming....- mevesenseene}o none | 16,061,094 | 245, 000 2 
PORE iis ondaoes ; 271, 514, 492 | 70,914, 391 | 26 480, 188, 260 | 46, 861, 858 11 
| 
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TABLE 3.—Comparison of right-of-way costs on ABC and interstate projects with 
sec. 13 and sec. 108 (da) estimates—Right-of-way as a percent of total project 


costs 
Rural Urban 
Projects on Projects on 
which right-of- which right-of- 
State way is associ- Sec. 13? Sec. way is associ- Sec. 13? Sec 
ated with 108 (d), ated with 108 (d), 
construction ! inter- construction inter- 
| te oe = state > | state 
| ABC Inter- | ABC Inter- | ABC | Inter- ABC Inter- | 
state | state state state 
Alabama 6 4 7 17 4 25 19 26 21 27 
Arkansas 6 11 
California q 59 24 
Colorado 25 5 3 4 4 30 16 17 15 15 
Connecticut 16 11 y 16 14 46 27 22 
Georgia 6 32 
Idaho 4 7 3 10 5 28 5 22 23 24 
Indiana ae 12 35 7 11 7 29 35 60 33 29 
Iowa : 17 11 14 17 7 18 10 27 
Kansas 13 13 | 6 7 4 20 34 13 11 27 
Kentucky 15 7 27 21 17 26 20 
Louisiana 17 4 9 7 5 33 33 30 24 22 
Maine 6 4 & 7 2 13 15 30 57 12 
Maryland 23 s 20 
Massachusetts. -- 5 1] s a ~ 14 12 12 | 17 25 
Michigan - _ . 36 11 9 10 10 ae 
Minnesota - - 27 4 26 33 20 30 26 
Mississippi : a 6 6 4 5 18 18 
Missouri 15 14 11 22 7 27 24 
Montana.-_-- 3 6 3 
Nebraska --- 6 6 2 4 6 16 10 
Nevada 4 4 3 9 3 
New Hampshire 10 4 6 7 6 s Q If 14 12 
New Mexico-- 7 3 3 3 3 20 22 
North Carolina 17 20 10 I 12 18 44 24 37 ] 
North Dakota 6 12 2 3 4 28 13 5 10 
Ohi 17 14 Q 13 a 41 36 27 33 37 
Oklahoma 13 7 4 5 2 14 15 13 31 21 
Pennsylvania 12 il 4 20 15 13 
Rhode Island. 10 10 10 31 
South Carolina 3 10 S 13 5 19 23 30 62 15 
South Dakota 22 3 5 10 2 12 13 10 
Texas 6 fi 6 12 25 4 
Utah 7 5 3 
Vermont 6 $ 26 17 
Virginia 20 21 14 39 10 20 14 20 29 17 
West Virginia 15 s 
Wisconsin 10 ] ll ] 
Wyoming ‘ 2 1 21 ~~ 
Hawaii 6 10 30 49 
Puerto Rico 23 3 | 
Total. ....... 12 11 8 11 6 | 25 26 | 27 34 24 
! Projects for which contracts were awarded and funds obligated for right-of-way acquisition during 


the period June 29, 1956, through Dec. 31, 1957 
2 Sec. 13 estimate, H. Doe. 120, 84th Cong., Ist sess 
Mi? Sec. 108 (d) estimate, H. Doc. 300, 85th Cong., 2d sess 

Senator Case. While we are on this right-of-way question, one fur- 
ther question. 

There is a good deal of talk about necessity of acquiring rights-of- 
way in advance of construction in order to protect the States and the 
Government against excessive costs of rights-of-way. Are you going 
to give us any figure to indicate to what extent you have been antici- 
pating the right-of-way needs in these early contracts ¢ 

Mr. Tatuamy. I can secure them for you. I don’t have them in my 
statement here. I can say, however, that we have geared our entire 
scheduling program to early expansion of right-of-way acquisition 
and early expansion of planning at a rate which will be greater than 


Ci 


etre 
sis 
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the rate we expect to follow after the first few years. And the reason 
for that is as follows: 

First, it is necessary to complete the plans early to proceed with any 
construction and acquisition of right-of-way. But the second reason 
is that if we did not do so, because of the |: arge amount of funds which 
are available during the latter part of the program, it would entail a 
cutoff or a cutback in actual construction subsequently because we are 
not able to apportion each year as much money as we have been able 
to apportion the first few years. And that would have resulted in a 
cutback in actual construction and the supplying of materials. 

By proceeding as we have scheduled, which is essential, it also en- 
ables a year-by-year increase in actual contracts and actual work per- 
formed with no cutback at any particular year. And then as the pro- 
gram advances, we have to do less right-of-way work and less planning 
work each year because we use up a little of the reserve that was 

reated by early planning and early right-of-way acquisition. 

eeu Case. Is it a fair conclusion that you can get into gear more 
quickly on acquisition that you can on actual construction ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would say that is pretty generally true, but a great 
deal of planning has to be done before acquisitions can be ac quired be- 

‘ause we have to know rather precisely the property which must be 
acquired. Of course, we have to have adequate plans, but they may 
not be completely detailed insofar as all the bridges and structures are 
concerned. Because of that fact, you can proc eed with the right-of- 
way acquisition extensively before the finished plan is available. 

Senator Case. During the early stages the percentage of dollars 
which goes to right-of-way acquisition may be higher in these totals 
than it will appear in the later programs? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Casr. That is all. 

Senator McNamara. Any further questions ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. If you will turn to table 3, this table shows the rate 
of progress by States on the Interstate System and it was inserted in 
the record the other day when Secretary Weeks was on and I guess 

rather fully discussed. 

It does show that for a United States average, we have committed 
(2 percent of all of our 1958 funds, which would again mdicate that 
we are in pretty good shape on a nationwide basis. 

As I indicated the other day, there are only 8 States which are not 
using 1958 funds and those 8 States have given assurances or are in 
a position, to our knowledge, of being able to move into the 1958 funds 
very quickly and I have no concern about their effect of the overall 
progress of the interstate program. 

Eight State are considerably above the national average and are 
now using 1959 funds. 

Table 4 was not discussed the other day. It shows comparable 
information for advancement of the primary, secondary, and urban 
programs and it is important that we advance the primary, secondary, 
and urban programs uniformly with the Interstate System and not 
advance one more rapidly than the other. They are interdependent 
and that has been our objective and I am confident that we have main- 
tained that goal and we will be able to do so in the future. 
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This table shows that, at the moment, the average for the United 
States is 56 percent of the 1958 funds already obligated for the ABC 
program, with only half of the period expired. 

In this case, seven States are still using 1957 funds. They are New 
Jersey, West Virignia, Indiana, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Connecticut, and 
the District of Columbia. 

On the other hand, there are seven States that are using 1959 funds. 
They are New Mexico, Arizona, Alabama, Wyoming, Iowa, Kansas, 
and Oregon. 

Those States that are behind have had some money problems, as 

I indicated the other day, and I believe that they are going to be 
resolved and when they do, they ought to be able to m: itech Federal 
funds much more rapidly then they have and as a result advance 
their ABC programs. 

I don’t believe that we have ever experienced a situation in the 
Bureau, I stand corrected if I am wrong, where any State has actually 
lost Federal appropriations because of inability to match them. 

Mr. Auten. That is correct, I believe. 

(Nore.—Small amounts were permitted to lapse in 1923 and 1928.) 

Mr. Tatiamy. I don’t anticipate, even though we have this enlarged 
program on the Interstate System, that any of these States will be 
unable to match the funds and maintain their property. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 

Senator Casg. I notice Connecticut and the District of Columbia 
both marked as still using 1956 funds for their primary, secondary, 
and urban programs and so-called ABC funds. Does that indicate 
a lack money or does that indicate a lack of interest in their ABC 
roads ¢ 

Mr. Tatitamy. Well, I am sure it does not represent a lack of interest 
in the ABC roads. I believe that the problem has been planning. 
In the District of Columbia, they have had much trouble in coming 
to a final conclusion because of the many approvals that they have 
to secure and, as a result, they are not able to keep pace sometimes on 
a monthly basis, but when they do reach a decision, the jobs are very 
expensive and they can use their funds very quickly in 1 or 2 contracts. 

The same thing applies in Connecticut, so far as the size of the con- 
tracts is concerned. Qne or two contracts could push them way over 
into 1957 funds. I am sure it is not a lack of interest. 

Senator Casr. The reason I raise that question is that when we 
had the first discussion in the committee of putting in language in 
the highway acts to permit a transfer from one fund to another, the 
suggestion was made that some States were not so interested in some 
of the ABC roads as they would be in the Interstate. We put the 
transfer clause into the highway legislation initially in either 1952 
or 1954, 1954 perhaps, and it was thought at that time that these 
States who did not have the demand or the need for secondary road 
money might transfer that to their primary or interstate programs. 

I was wondering if that might not apply to Connecticut and the 
District of Columbia. They are the two areas which are still using 
1956 funds for their secondary program and yet on the Interstate 
program, both of them are in the group that are committting 195s 
funds on the Interstate. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Neither have requested transfers 
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Senator McNamara. Are there any further questions on these charts 
from members of the committee? Apparently not. You may pro- 
ceed, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Tallamy, before we dismiss this entirely, could 
we have a report showing the amount of money not covered ‘by con- 
tracts advertised and funds obligated on the secondar y funds for Con- 
necticut and the District of Columbia ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. I do not have it here but I can get it for you. 

(The data requested are as follows :) 

Unobligated balances of Federal-aid secondary funds as of November 30, 1597 
RIC ee aie eek rs anaes waged Os act elameiaee es $3, 397, 109 
prepares OF Dormia os ts een el eee 4, 344, 558 

Senator Case. If they are still using 1956, I would like to know 
whether or not it is because they do not have a need for it. For ex- 
ample, take the District of Columbia, it would be interesting to me 
to know how much secondary money is apportioned to the District 
of Columbia and how much they have stacked up in unutilized appor- 
tionments. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Mr. Allen can give it. 

Mr. Auten. The apportionment for the District of Columbia of 
secondary funds for the fiscal year 1959 is $1,305,938. 

Senator C ag yeas have their 1958 ? 

Mr. Atien. No: I do not have their 1958 apportionment with me. 
Their balance ive ible, including the 1959 apportionment and the 
1958 apportionment and the 1957 apportionment is $4,344,558 

Senator Case. Thi at is the District of Columbia has available for 
secondary roads, $4,544,558 ¢ 

Mr. ALLEN. Asof November 30 

Senator Case. In apportionments they have not touched and they 
are still back in 1956. 

Mr. Auien. That includes their total balance that they have 
not used. 

Senator Casr. Does that include the unused portion for 1956 4 

Mr. AtLeNn. Yes, sir; it does. 

Senator Case. We used to have a farm out here on the grounds of 
the Soldiers Home and I guess there are maybe 1 or 2 farms left, 
but I was just thinking that possibly the District hae to be encour- 
aged to transfer that money over to the Interstate or to their primary 
system. 

Mr. Tatuamy. We will discuss that with the District of Columbia. 

Senator Case. Of course, I think it should be kept in mind that 
the language in the act provides when they transfer, when they step 
it up, they do not change the matching rate. They still match on 
the basis of the secondary matching. They do not get the 90-10 divi- 
sion. 

Mr. Antex. They can only transfer between the ABC money. 

Senator Case. They cannot transfer to Interstate / 

Mr. ALLEN. No, sir. 

Senator Case. They can transfer to primary / 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tautiamy. Isthat all, Mr. Chairman / 

Senator McNamara, Apparently there are no further questions. 
(so on. 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Mr. Chairman, the next thing that I thought the 
committee might be most interested in is the effect that the proposed 
legislation having to do with the trust fund would have upon appor- 
tionments that we could make to the various States by different years. 
If you will remember, last year, I presented a chart similar to this 
one [indicating] and it was inserted in the record a couple of days 
ago when the Secretary was testifying. It indicated that for 1959, 
we could make a $2 billion apportionment for the Interstate System ; 
that for the fiscal year of 1960, we could make a $1.6 billion apportion- 
ment; that for 1961 through 1963, we could make a $1.4 billion appor- 
tionment, jumping up again to $1.6 billion for the 2 years, 1964 and 
1965; advancing again to $1.7 billion for the 2 years, 1966 and 1967; 
going to $1.8 billion for 1968 and 1969; jumping to $2 billion in 1970 
and concluding with $2,125 million in 1971. 

The effect of the legislation proposed insofar as apportionments are 
concerned would be that for 1961, we would apportion $1.2 billion in- 
stead of $1.4 [see chart]. For 1960, we could still apportion the 
$1.6 billion; in 1962, the apportionment could rise to $1.3 billion in- 
stead of to $1.4 billion. From then on, it would follow the previous 
apportionment schedule until the year 1968 when instead of appor- 
tioning $1.8 billion for that year, it would have to remain at $1.7 
billion. For 1970, instead of going to $2 billion, it would have to 
remain at $1.8 billion and for 1971, we could apportion $1,973 million. 
That would actually leave a $752 million difference between the total 
funds that would be apportioned and what the original Interstate 
System Act authorized. 

(The following chart clarifies this statement. ) 


AUTHORIZATIONS 


ESTIMATED SCHEDULE OF INTERSTATE APPORTIONMENTS 
BASED ON 1956 ACT- AUTHORIZATIONS 
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Mr. Tatitamy. The reason that apportionments must be deferred is, 
as I indicated before, that title IT of the 1956 Highway Act specifi- 

cally states that we cannot create obligations at any time which will 
require expenditures in excess of the amount of money which will be 
in the trust fund at the time the expenditure will have to be made. 

As our experience has shown, there is about a 3-year lag between 
the time we make the apportionment and the expenditures have to be 
made. So that we have to anticipate when we make the apportion- 
ment for any particular year, the amount of money that is going to 
be in the trust fund at the time the expenditures are going to be 
made. Consequently, working backward from the amount of money 
that will be in the trust fund that we can use for expenditure, we can 
arrive at the amount that we can apportion to the various States 3 
years previously. That results in this. 

Senator Casr. Do you clean up the deferrals before you make the 
new apportionments ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. Do we clean up? 

Senator Casr. Do you clean up the deferrals before you make the 
new apportionment ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No; the deferrals are not apportioned until there is 
enough money in the trust fund to permit us todo so. Our investiga- 
tions to the moment indicate that these deferrals here can be appor- 
tioned in varying amounts over and above what was authorized spe- 
cifically for a particular year, say, 1968 and 1969 on up to and includ- 
ing 1971. So these ibevale that are made in the previous years 
account for the fact that we can use these sums of money for appor 
tionments in 1970 and 1971, and the added apportionments in 1968 and 
1969 

Senator Case. If your cdést estimates in the second 3-year period 
should present radical changes for a given State, would this method 
of deferring apportionments affect the rate at which that State could 
proceed or “would it be self-correcting by the readjustment of the 
totals ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. The deferrals would affect every State’s rate to pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. May I add a word here. I am not sure that de- 
ferral is the right terminology for this particular undertaking. The 
act authorizes the authorizations at the high level shown on the line 
there and then goes on further to say that no authorizations can be 
made unless the money is available. So there are really two stand- 
ards by which authorizations are permitted and we call that deferred 
simply because it defers what might have been possible but everyone 
knew would not be possible. 

Mr. Tattamy. Expressing what Mr. Rothschild has said in differ- 
ent words, the way the act was written actually permits the Bureau 
to take advantage of increases in receipts in the trust fund over and 
above those which are presently estimated. 

Senator McNamara. But in no event further than the limit which 
was established by that authorization or ceiling ? 

Mr. Tauiamy. Exactly. 

Senator McNamara. Allright. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss the 
preparation of the 108 (d) estimate and I think the committee would 
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find it helpful if we distributed the actual estimate for the particular 
State that the members of the committee come from so that I can 
point to the detail and point to the procedure that was followed in the 
development of this estimate. 

Senator McNamara. All right, without objection, we will proceed 
in that manner. The staff is distributing copies. You will have 
them in a moment. 

Mr. Tatnamy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, after 
the 1956 act was established, the Bureau of Public Roads and the 
State highway departments conferred on the methods for developing 
an estimated cost for the completion of the Interstate System. This 
series of detailed studies culmimated in the Bureau issuing a report in 
October of 1956 which spelled out in detail the proce edures to be fol- 
lowed by the various States in estimating the cost of completing the 
Interstate System. 

Subsequently, the Bureau and the States collaborated in develop- 
ment of another manual which had to do with the estimating of 
traffic which we would forecast for the year of 1975. Our Bureau had 
been making a series of analyses of the methods of traffic forevasting 
in the light of experience on express highways of this nature and 
inducement of tratle by the construction of these highways and felt 
it desirable to issue another manual h: aving to do with that forecast 
to be sure that the States would be uniform also in the estimating of 
that important factor. 

Subsequently the States proceeded, following these instruction 
manuals, in developing estimated costs. In doing so, the States had 
their engineers do the work. It was reviewed by our own division 
offices in each State. It was further reviewed by our regional offices, 
which have charge of a region, and reviewed there from the point of 
view of uniformity between the States and then submitted to the 
Bureau office in W: ashington about the middle of this summer, this 
past summer, for study and review by our engineers here. 

All of that work culminated in a series of estimates, one for each 
State, and the District of Columbia, all identical in form to those 
which you have before you and which I would like to more or less 
describe in detail. 

Now, if you will turn to the first map in the booklet, it is a sketch 
map Ww hich shows the Sts ite. It isthe very first map that you will come 
to and that shows the general location of the Interstate Sy stem in your 
State. It shows the numbers of the Interstate System and also where 
necessary, smaller inserts drawn to a larger scale to show the numbers 
and the general location of bypasses and circuitous routes in the 
vicinity of larger metropolitan areas. 

Senator McNamara. Are these new numbers that you refer to? 
Present routes do not seem to bear these numbers: is that correct 4 

Mr. Tantamy. These are merely contract numbers wRich would not 
appear 

Senator McNamara. They are not route numbers / 

Mr. Tattamy. No; they are not route numbers. 

Now the next item of importance is table A, which should follow 
the map and which gives the route number which was shown on the 
preceding map. Opposite that route number it gives a description of 
the route. Each one of them is thoroughly described in table A. You 
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will find a little tab on the right-hand side of the booklet which gives 
the table nun.vers that I am referring to and may simplify your 
finding the pai%icular table. 

Table B shows a great deal of detailed information. Across the 
top of the table you will find the different route numbers and these 
are further divided into sections. For instance, Al to A2 or Bl to B2 
or Ci to C2, which may be a small section or a reasonably large 
section of a particular route. 

For example, the one Al to A2 that I have in the first column is a 
5.6-mile route. The very first thing that is given under these really 
small sections, some of them involve only a bridge, only a tunnel and 
some of them, as I say, are several miles in length but the fact that 
we used such small sections is again indicative that the State is con- 
sidering the estimated cost by small sections, which is important to 
do because there may be a very expensive item in a small section or 
there may be expensive construction in small sections. 

The next item that is shown in each of these columns per section is 
the class of road, whether it is urban or rural. 

The next shows the location, existing, new, or toll roads or other 
roads. In other words: Is this a part of an existing road which has 
already been constructed partially to the Interstate System standards 
or is it wholly new or is it existing as a toll road? 

The next thing that is shown for each of these sections is the aver- 
age daily traffic for 1955. 

The next that is shown is the estimated daily traffic for 1975. 

The next thing for each section is the designed hourly volume for 
the traffic of 1975. In other words, the 30th highest hour is used in 
this particular design and that is the hourly volume that is expected 
for the 30th highest hour and is the capacity to which the route would 
be expected to be designed for 1975 traffic. 

Under the next heading is the directional distribution factor. In 
other words, so many times, there is a very high directional movement 
of the designed hourly volume. Near summer resorts, for example, 
there may be a very high directional traffic on weekends. In some 
cities, there is a very high directional traffic in the morning going 
toward the city and leaving the city in the afternoon and, of course, 
that has to be taken into consideration. 

The next thing that they consider for each of these items is the per- 
centage of trucks estimated for 1975 and, of course, the number of 
trucks in the traffic stream is important also in determining the design 
characteristics of a highway. 

The next basic thing they want to know before proceeding with the 
design, of course, are the designed speeds and it shows for each section 
whether the State is designing for a 50-, 60-, or 70-mile-an-hour speed, 
depending on the location, terrain characteristics, or whether it is an 
urban area or etherwise. 

. The next item in the analysis is the number of traffic lanes that the 
State has decided upon in the light of its information. 

The next is the mileage of Interstate System which is built without 
frontage roads. That is another important characteristic. In some 
areas it is essential in order to properly analyze the course of a route 
to determine whether or not we are going to have to have a service 
road servicing abutting property for this particular road. 

Next is the mileage of service road on one side of the road. 
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The next is mileage of service road on the other side of the road 
und then on both sides. 

Then what is very important and at the last of these columns is ¢ 
typical cross section. In other words, the type of cross section to 
which the highway is designed. 

You will see as you leat through the booklets that there are many, 

many sections for particular routes with all detailed information 
obtained. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Tallamy, what is the pattern in developing so far 

1s designed speed is concerned for the several States ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. Most of the States are designing for 70 miles an hour 
in rural areas unless it is in a mountainous section, when they will drop 
down to 50 to 60 miles an hour and I would say in most of the cities, 
the metropolitan areas, the design speed is for 50 miles an hour. 

Senator Case. With the features that you are building into these 
roads, is it your Judgment that the design speed may be safely nego- 
tiated / 

Mr. Tatramy. Beyond any question of doubt. 

Senator Case. I was noticing that in my State wn design speed 
seems to be 70 miles an hour and you just s said that is what it is gener- 
ally at least for rural areas and I was wondering whether that means 
that the design of the road is such that car manufacturers can make 
cars on that assumption and people can drive on the assumption that 
70 miles an hour is a proper speed ‘ 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir; beyond any question of doubt and in a great 
many instances, on particular highways, they will be able to go safely 
at a faster speed provided the driver and the vehicle are capable of 
driving at a faster speed. 

Now again, I think maybe I better describe why I say that. Our 
standards are minimum standards and we go to those absolute mini- 
mum standards in areas where it results in excessive costs. Where it 
is reasonable to build to a higher than the absolute minimum stand- 
ards, they do so. And in those areas, it is safe to go at higher rates of 
speed. 

Senator Casz. What we are talking about is the Interstate System, 
the 70 miles, are not guaranteeing that for primary or secondary 
roads ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir; but we are guaranteeing the design speed on 
the Interstate § System on all sections based upon the design speed 
which is indicated for that section, but it could change. 

In a particular State, it could be 70 and it could go down to 50, de- 
pending on the geographic location of the route. It will have to be 
posted. For each one of these sections the chief engineer of the State 
indicates his approval of the estimates that have been made as do our 
division engineers who have been in cooperation with them. Our 
division engineers again are our State men. 

Now, for each small section of all of the many routes in the State, 
that detailed inform: ation is obtained. 

Then on table C, we come to the next stage in the development of the 
estimates by the various States. Under the first heading of each col- 
umn, it refers to the section which was previously analyzed from a 
traffic and speed point of view. Now, it is further analyzed as to 
whether or not it is urban, which is the next thing to know in this 
design. 








128 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


Next its loc ‘ation, and whether it is new or whether it is a toll road. 

The next thing is the length in miles and the next is a code number 
which is unimportant for this analysis, and just helps the engineer 
refer from one sec tion to another. 

The next thing that is important is the work classification so that 
for each section now, an estimate of costs is made under the various 
work classifications. For example, the first item is preliminary engi- 
neering and that is expressed in terms of costs per thousand dollars. 

The next item is rights-of-way, estimated cost of right-of-way for 

ach one of those small sections. 

The next is clearing, grubbing, and demolition work. An analysis 
is made whether or not this is going through a forestry area or whether 
it is going through a builtup section and estimates of cost of what 
we call clearing and grubbing and demolition is made. 

The next thing that the boys look into is the matter of utility ad- 
justments and that is a very important item, particularly in urban 
areas and frequently, too, in rural sections because of the necessity 
to move high-power tension lines and tension towers, which are ex- 
tremely expensive. 

The next item they look into is the matter of grading, drainage, and 
minor structures. Grading and drainage has to do with the location 
of ditches, the slopes of side slopes, and fills leading to the drainage 
ditches, the size of culverts and the location of culverts to take care of 
relatively minor drainage. 

The next thing that is analyzed and listed is the type of surfacing 
and shoulders, also the base. A decision is made as to whether it is 
going to be concrete surfacing, ie type of base material that it will 
require under the circumstances, which might be expected in the are: 
and the type of shoulders, whether or not they are going to be p: aved 
or whether they are going to be just sti abilized and their dimensions. 

The next thing, a separate study is made of every railroad-grade 
separation and an estimated cost made of those. 

Next an estimate of cost is made of highway-grade separations. 
Those do not have ramps. Those that do have ramps are included 
under the next item which is the estimated cost of interchanges. Inter- 
changes, of course, include structures and ramps both. 

The next thing, structures for larger streams and larger viaducts. 

The next, retaining walls. Lots of times, it is necessary to build 
retaining walls in order to avoid buying expensive property or to 
avoid excessive quantities of excavation, and it is cheaper to build : 
wall rather than take out a large amount of material. Those are 
analyzed and their estimated costs put in for every section. 

Again, fencing, lighting, traflic control devices are estimated and 
put down. 

Then roadside improvements which may be necessary and all other 
miscellaneous items. A subtotal is made of those construction items, 
and another factor then is added to them, and this is a very important 
thing, I think, for the committee to remember, and that is that to all 
of these construction items for every single 1 of these sections is added 
a 10-percent increase or a 10- percent factor for engineering and con- 
tingencies. That is uniformly applied throughout the entire estimate, 
giving a total estimated cost then as a last item in each column for 
each section. 
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Then again, they are reviewed by the chief engineer of the State and 
by our division engineers, and then they are summarized i in table D 
by routes. 

All of that sectional information, then, if you turn to table D, you 
will see summarized for a particular route and further divided in 
rural and urban. For example, if FAY Route 1 in your State is in 
both rural and urban sections, then it is subdivided in table D in those 
2 classifications and the estimated cost for the whole route established. 

Again those are reviewed and approved by the engineer. 

Now the next table is table E, and if it so happens that you have 
roads built by turnpike authorities or others, there is a tabulation 
indicating those routes which are on the Interstate System, the sections 
to which they are designed and their estimated cost. 

The next thing which is very important are the typical sections, 
and there are many different typical sections. 1 think 1f you will turn 
to those, they follow the table I just showed, and they are cross sections 
of the road. They indicate the width of traffic lanes, the width of the 
mall, the width of the shoulder, the depth of the pavement, and the 
subbase, whether or not the shoulders are stabilized or whether they 
are paved; they give the width of bridges; they give the clearances 
bet ween retaining walls and pavements; they give all of the basic cross 
sectional geometric design standards to whic h each section is designed. 

You will recall that I said in the beginning that at the bottom of 
the table for each one of those sections itemizing the design character- 
istics, there was a reference to the typical section, and by referring to 
the section, you can see exactly the engineering standards to which 
that section was designed. 

Also important in a study of this kind are the maps which follow 
at the end of the report which show in detail the location of the inter- 
state group and the location of all the interchanges themselves between 
that route and the State highway systems or arterial systems, the loca- 
tion of all the bridges, and has reference numbers like Al to A2 or 
31 to B2, whatever it may be in your map, which again refers back 
to the original sections so that you can see visually the location and 
where the bridges that are estimated in the estimate. 

Now that gives you a review of the detail to which each State went 
in the development of the estimate to be included in the 108 (d) for 
their particular State. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Tallamy, as of what time are the cost esti- 
mates, what basis? 

Mr. Tatitamy. The unit prices of costs for excavation, concrete 
and of doing all types of work is based upon the half year, the last 
half year average of 1956 in that particular region of that particular 
State. 

Senator Hruska. That was the last half year that was available 
at the time these estimates were prepared, is that correct ? 

Mr. TatiaAmy. That is right. But it wasn’t a national average. 
The boys used the average for the last half of that year that w ould 
be applicable to the particular section. 

Senator McNamara. Any questions? 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. To what extent did the Bureau’s own engineers par- 
ticipate with the State highway engineers in making these estimates ? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. The estimates were actually made by the State high- 
way departments but our division engineers reviewed them very care- 
fully and frequently consulted with the States when the States 
actually were in the process of making them. 

Senator Case. I notice that on table D, the estimates carry the sig- 
nature of the division engineer as well as of the State highway 
engineer ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Case. Does that mean that the Bureau accepts the respon- 
sibility for the accuracy of the figures along with the States? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, it does. 

Senator Casr. Did you assemble the representatives of the State 
highway commissions to develop for them a uniform method of com- 
piling their estimates ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, this was actually the result of a series of meet- 
ings between a committee of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Casz. When you say “this,” do you mean in general the 
whole system or are you referring to this instruction manual dated 
October 1956 ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. I am referring to the instruction manual dated Oc- 
tober 1956. 

Senator Case. That was distributed or was it presented with dis- 
cussion or question and answer periods to the State engineers? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It was presented at regional meetings held in each 
region by the regional engineer of our Bureau of Public Roads and 
at. which meetings full discussion of the instruction manual was had. 

Senator Case. Would it be your conclusion then that uniform in- 
structions were given to all of the State highway authorities and 
that opportunity was given for them to question the guidelines sub- 
mitted ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, definitely. 

Senator McNamara. We have now reached the hour of 12. Is it 
the desire of the committee to continue or do you want to adjourn 
until a time suitable to the committee? What is your pleasure? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that probably all of 
us could profitably study these instruction manuals and use our respec- 
tive State books for illustrative material and perhaps ask such 
questions as would arise in our minds after that study better than if 
we attempted to go into it now. Actually, there is quite a bit of 
material here. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Before we adjourn, may I ask just a few questions 
here pertinent and supplementary to those which were just asked by 
the Senator from South Dakota ? 

Senator McNamara. Certainly. 

Senator Hruska. Turning to page 36 of the manual, Mr. Tallamy, 
and bearing on the issue of uniformity of cost estimates, there we have, 
for example, roadside improvement costs. Is this the extent of the 

material which was made available to the State highway departments 
for the purpose of preparing their estimates in “this Tegard? Are 
these 2 paragraphs as contained under “line 13” on page 36 of the 
manual, is that all of the information that was submitted to the State 
highway departments for that purpose? 
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Mr. Tatiamy. I will have to ask my assistant. 

Mr. Turner. No, there were a great many supplementary memo- 
randums and letters and correspondence, as well as numbers of confer- 
ences and discussions held between State engineers and our own in 
preparation of the estimate. 

Senator Hruska. Is that true with regard to all of the lines? 

Mr. Turner. Oh, yes, definitely. 

Senator Hruska. | singled this one out because I just wondered. 
There would seem to be a great deal of discretion and the wide lati- 
tude of roadside improvements which could be imagined and which 
would be dependent upon the imagination of the several State high- 
way departments for determination. If this is all that was contained 
there, I can readily see that one State might have a totally different 
idea as to roadside improvements than another State and it would 
not make for uniformity inasmuch as all human minds are not uniform 
in their powers of imagination. 

Mr. Tatuamy. In further answer to your query, I am very certain 
that our division engineers in their review, if they found something 
in relation to roadside improvement that seemed to be out of line at 
all or within reasonable development, that would have been referred 
to the regional engineer. If he had any question about it, it would 
have been referred to our engineers in Washington and we would not 
have gone along with anything that was out of line. 

Senator Hruska. The two points you make then are that there was 
other material and other information and guideposts by which the 
departments were guided, in addition to this instruction manual ? 

Mr. Tatnamy. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Secondly, that there was a constant override or 
supervision by people in your Department as to the actual results which 
were submitted by the several State highway departments? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. Any other questions? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think the other day Chairman Gore 
asked the Department to give us some comparative tables showing the 
cost estimates as they are now envisioned compared with the estimates 
that had been prev iously submitted before the passage of the 1956 act. 
Are you in position to give us those tables at this time or when will 
they be ready ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. They are not quite finished, but I will have them 
tomorrow. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if those could be sent to the 
members of the committee so that we could have an opportunity to 
study them a little bit before we come back into session. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. Is it the consensus, then, that we are to meet 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clocks, is that what the Chair can assume 
from what has developed up to now ? 

Senator Revercomp. That is fine with me. 

Senator McNamara. Is that agreeable to you, Senator Gore? 

Senator Gore. Whatever is agreeable to you. 

Senator Case. I sort of wonder if it would not be more profitable 
if we had a day intervening so we can study these tables and this 
material. 
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Senator McNamara. It might well be. There is considerable ma- 
terial here to be studied and I am sure we all have other things to do. 
What is the pleasure of the committee? Do you want to skip a day 
and make it Friday morning ? 

Senator Revercoms. That is satisfac tory to me if it is the pleasure 
of the others. 

Senator Gore. I think, Mr. Chairman, it might be a good sugges- 
tion. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator McNamara. Back on the record. Was there a conflict in 
this Friday with the appearance of Mr. Tallamy or not? 

Senator Gore. No. Senator Aiken had asked for some witnesses 
from his State to appear. I thought it was the custom to accord the 
Senator that privilege and he said it would not take more than 20 
minutes for them to ‘testify, unless members had questions. 

Senator McNamara. For Mr. Tallamy’s information, you expect to 
hear these people at 10 a. m.? 

Senator Gore. I suppose so. 

Mr. Tautiamy. That is all right for me. 

Senator Gore. If you are here by 10: 30, it will be fine. 

Senator McNamara. With that, we will recess until Friday morn- 
ing at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, t 
reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday, J: unuar y 18, 1958.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 17, 1958 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
(‘OMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
112, Senate Office Building, Hon. Albert Gore (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, McNamara, Neuberger, Case, Cotton, and 
Revercomb. 

Also present : Senator Aiken. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is honored to have here the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont, Senator Aiken, who will be recognized. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator Aiken. Mr. Chairman, I am here just to present to the 
committee Attorney General of Vermont Frederick Reed and Commis- 
sioner of Highways William Poeter. 

These men have come here because they believe that this committee 
is vitally concerned with the construction of State-Federal and inter- 
state highways at the lowest possible cost. 

The subject of their testimony has been referred to occasionally as a 
local matter affecting only the State of Vermont. I can assure you that 
this is not the case. If the Bureau of Public Roads can shut off Federal 
funds to one of the small States like Vermont because that State insists 
on ethical practices on the part of its contractors who bid on jobs, it can 
also shut off the funds later on to all States including your State after 
it has once demonstrated that it can do so to our State of Vermont. 

Kvery State in the Union can be affected by the decision in this con- 
troversy between the State of Vermont and the Federal Government. 

Vermont is seeking to eliminate unethical practices and unneces- 
sarily high costs in its highway construction and these officials have 
come here this morning to ask your assistance in making this possible. 

Senator Gore. Senator, I want to take this opportunity to welcome 
Vermont into the list of rebel States. [ Laughter. ] 

Senator Aiken. Vermont was almost the first one. We have been at 
it for 175 years. 

Senator Gore. General Reed, the committee will be pleased to hear 
you. 
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STATEMENTS OF FREDERICK M. REED, ATTORNEY GENERAL OF 
VERMONT, AND WILLIAM POETER, COMMISSIONER OF HIGH- 
WAYS FOR THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Mr. Reep. Senator Gore and Senator Revercomb, may I first ex- 

oress the sincere appreciation of Governor Johnson, the highway 
oard and the commissioner of highways, and of the attorney general 
for the opportunity to appear before this committee. 

Since October 18, 1957, Vermont has been unable to proceed with 
highway construction involving Federal participation because of the 
action of the Bureau of Public Roads in withhol ling such participa- 
tion, and we should like to present our position in this matter. 

Two phases of the Bureau’s action are of particular concern to Ver- 
mont. The first is, (a) the basis upon which the Bureau predicates 
its action, and the second is, (6) the manner in which the Bureau 
carried out its decision to withhold Federal participation as to Ver- 
mont highway projects. We should like to discuss point (6) first. 

On or about August 12, 1957, the Vermont Highway Department 
notified two contracting firms, the S. J. Groves & Sons Co. and the 
Alexander Co. that they would not be permitted to bid on Vermont 
projects unless they took certain action involving restiution of money 
to another company, the Hinman Co. The restitution was not made 
and the two firms in question were not permitted to bid on subsequent 
projects. 

Between August 12, 1957, and October 18, 1957, there was some cor- 
respondence and conferences between the regional office at Albany 
and the district office at Montpelier, both of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, on the one hand, and the Vermont Highway Department. on 
the other hand. The position of those subordinate units of the Bu- 
reau was to the effect that Vermont’s action in refusing to permit the 
contractors to bid was improper and that unless the contractors were 
reinstated all Federal funds, approvals of contracts and plans, et 
cetera, would be withheld. 

Senator Gore. May I ask a question there ? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Are both of these contractors who were denied the 
opportunity of bidding out-of-State contractors? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir; and so isthe Hinman Co. 

Senator Gore. All three? 

Mr. Reep. All three. I might say that at the present time, most 
of the contractors in Vermont are having some difficulty in reaching 
the level of these large interstate projects so that we have a number 
of out-of-State firms coming in. 

Senator Gore. Were other out-of-State contractors — 

Mr. Reep. Bidding on the job? 

Senator Gore. Bidding on the job? 

Mr. Reep, Yes, sir; a number of out-of-State contractors. We 
have a list here which we can supply. 

Senator Gore. The point I was trying to devlop is whether or not 
this was an instance in which the State was undertaking to discrimi- 
nate against out-of-State contractors. 

Mr. Reep. Not a bit, sir, not a bit. The Hinman Co., which was 
the successful bidder on this particular job, was a Maine concern and 
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there were several other concerns. There was a Connecticut con- 
cern; there was a Massachusetts concern; a New York and a New 
Hi: unpshire concern. 

Senator Gore. If it was not in essence that case—— 

Mr. Reep. It certainly was not, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. From what State did Groves & Sons come? 

Mr. Reep. Groves and Alexander have their principal offices, sir, in 
Minneapolis, Minn. I do not know whether they are both chartered 
within that particular State, but their main offices are in Minneapolis. 

Senator Revercoms. Had Groves & Sons and Alexander Co. done 
work in Vermont before ¢ 

Mr. Reep. They had never done any work in Vermont before, 
Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. Did the controversy between Groves & Sons 
and Alexander Co. and Hinman arise outside of Vermont ? 

Mr. Rerep. I would say it arose within the State of Vermc.’ through 
our knowledge. 

Senator Revercoms. Later on I will ask you questions about the 
nature of that, the conflict between those three companies. 

Mr. Reep. We have presented that later on. As I was saying in 
the course of my statement, there was correspondence and conferences 
between local and regional offices of the Bureau on the one hand and 
the Vermont Highway Department on the other hand. 

The position of those subordinate units of the Bureau was to the 
effect that Vermont’s action in refusing Groves and Alexander the 
right to bid was improper and that unless those contractors were re- 
instated, all Federal funds, approvals, et cetera, would be withheld. 

Now, we are sure that it is an undisputed fact that this question, 
involving millions of dollars of Federal aid to Vermont, was not 
referred to the main office of the Bureau during the August 12- 
October 18 period. A letter from Assistant Commissioner G. M. 
Williams to Senator Aiken, dated October 28, 1957, so indicates. The 
General Counsel of the Bureau had been contacted by the two firms 
in question, and I have emphasized investigation, and thereafter ap- 
parently gave the matter no further attention. 

On October 18, 1957, and this is the critical date, the Bureau’s dis- 
trict engineer in Montpelier advised the Vermont Highway Depart- 
ment by letter that Federal participation was terminated pending 
reinstatement of the two firms in question. This action of the Bureau 
cutting off all Federal aid to Vermont as to future contracts and as 
to existing contracts upon which Groves and Alexander had not been 
vermitted to bid, was taken by the regional and district office of the 

3ureau without consulting the Washington office. 

Senator Gore. I would like to ask a question here. Maybe you have 
answered these questions which Senator Revercomb and I have already 
indicated we have in mind, but I would like to ask one here, if I may. 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Was this award a restitution of money by S. J. 
Groves & Sons and Alexander Co. to W. H. Hinman, Inc., which you 

required as a prerequisite to the privilege of bidding, i in consequence 
of litigation or was it in consequence of some decision arbitrarily or 
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otherwise arrived at on the part of the Highway Commission of 
Vermont ¢ 

Mr. Reep. It was in consequence. Senator, of a decision which was 

taken by the highway board and the commissioner after consulting 

with me as the State’s legal officer. In other words, we made a joint 
decision in Vermont not to permit these contracting firms, Groves and 
Alexander to bid on further jobs in Vermont unless they complied 
with our requirement of some restitution. There was no litigation 
between the contractors. 

Senator Gore. It was not a matter of legal entitlement, as I under- 
stand it? 

Mr. Reep. No, I would say that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Rrevercoms. One question, Mr. Chairman. 

Did Hinman dispute the obligation charged against it / 

Mr. Reep. Well, the obligation, Senator, in our view, was against 
Groves and Alexander. It arose out of this option transaction in 
which Hinman had paid Groves and Alexander a certain sum of money 
and the restitution order, which the State made, was as against Groves 
and Alexander requiring them to restore to Hinman some of the 
purchase price of that option. 

Senator Revercoms. I see. I put my question wrong. Did Groves 
and Alexander deny or dispute the right of restitution to Hinman? 

Mr. Reep. I would say, Senator, that they did because they have 
refused to restore. 

Senator Revercoms. Did Hinman resort to the courts to establish 
a legal right to the restitution / 

Mr. Reep. No, sir, he did not. 

Mr. Porrer. We are not disputing the legality. 

Senator Arken. If I might use layman’s ‘language, Groves and 
Alexander were disbarred from bidding because they were charged 
with legal but highly unethical extortion from the Hinman Co. That 
would be the I: ayman’s language. 

Senator Revercoms. But that decision, Senator, was made by the 
highway department ‘ 

Senator Aiken. In other words, they broke a code of honor which 
had never been broken in the State before or in New England, so far 
as I know. 

Senator Revercoms. I can understand what the Senator is saying 
there and, of course, it is highly commendable that such a code is 
set up by the State. But, in the dispute between the two companies, 
Groves and Alexander on the one side, and Hinman on the other, as 
brought out in questions here, the decision was made by the Depart 
ment of Highways of Vermont and not by any court as to who was 
entitled to the money / 

Senator Arken. That is correct. I would say, Mr. Chairman, the 
issue at stake is whether a State has a right to require adherence to 
ethical practices on the part of contractors, even though they might 
keep within the law. It is possible to — almost as dishonest and kee p 
within the laws as it is if you break it. That, as the general will 
explain, is what happened. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, I address this to Mr. Reed. 
Do you intend to go into the nature of this ? 
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Mr. Rerep. Yes, Senator. You will notice that I refer to two points, 
(a) and (6). ITamnow emrree point (0) first, and I have reversed 
the order of discussion, but point (a), which begins on page 5 of my 
statement here, goes into all of the facts, Senator, and discusses at 
least the facts as we know them to be and discusses the entire question 
and the background of this matter. 

Senator Revercoms. Very well. 

Mr. Reep. All right, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Reep. I was not sure the members of the committee would be 
composed of lawyers, but since they are, I will act accordingly. 

The point I want to make on this (6) procedure matter, that these 
Federal funds to Vermont were terminated without any authorization 
or even knowledge on the part of the top officials of the Bureau, that 
is, the Commissioner or the Administrator. 

Senator Gorr. Who made the decision ? 

Mr. Reep. The regional office at Albany and local office in Mont- 
pelier, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Has the local regional office been delegated such 
authority ? 

Mr. Resp. We do not know but we say that if they had been de- 
legated that authority, then there certainly should be a change in the 
rules and perhaps some legislation. We have recommended such in 
the last section of our statement here. 

Now this statement, which I make, as to the Bureau not knowing 
what their local offices were doing comes from a letter which the As- 
sistant Commissioner wrote to Senator Aiken and I set forth the text 
of this letter. 

He said: 

The letter was written after consultation with the regional engineer— 
that is by the district engineer of the Bureau— 
but our Washington office was not aware that such a course of action had been 
taken or was being considered. 

In other words, all of the Federal funds practically were cut off to 
the State of Vermont without the Commissioner or the Administrator 
of the Bureau of Public Roads even knowing about it until subse- 
quently, Senator Aiken’s office called the Bureau at my request. 

Then the other point on this procedural matter, the way in which 
they cut off our funds, which I want to stress, is the action which the 
Bureau took after Senator Aiken’s office notified them about it. On 
the 18th of October, the day when we received this letter in question, 
cutting off our funds, that letter being from the local office of the Bu- 
reau, I called Senator Aiken’s office “and told them what had tran- 
spired. 

Senator Aiken’s office was in immediate contact with the Bureau of 
Public Roads, and I think it was Commissioner Williams who told his 
office that the termination of Federal funds would be held in abey- 
ance, pending a decision on this matter and pending notification to 
Senator Aiken of the decision, but as a matter of fact, the termination 
was not held in abeyance at all. It continued in full force and has 
continued right up to the present. 
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Senator Aiken, whose office had come into the picture, at least by 
the 18th of October, and who had been assured of notification, was 
not notified by the Bureau until 10 days later. 

On page 5, I sum up our position on this type of action. It is our 
position that before action is taken by the Bureau to withhold Federal 
funds from a State, a full hearing should be given the State by the 
responsible authority in the Bureau. Certainly no subordinate of- 
ficer should ever be allowed to w ithhold funds without authorization 
from the Administrator or Commissioner. 

Senator Gore. You might consider adding, “and Secretary of Com- 
merce.” 

Mr. Porter. Regulations. 

Mr. Reep. We discuss that in our followi ing point. We say that 
under the regulations the Secretary of Commerce should be the one to 
make this deci ision, that his judgment was to be exercised in this case, 
and so far as we know, the Secretary of Commerce does not even know 
about this matter. Certainly, we have no knowledge that the Bureau 
has ever referred it to the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Chairman. 

Coming back to page 5 of our statement and point (a), we get into 
the facts of the matter and I think I shall just read those briefly, if 
I may. 

As previously indicated, the Bureau terminated Federal partic 1- 
pation in highway projects in Vermont on the ground that V ermont’s 
action in preventing two contracting firms from bidding was im- 
proper. A brief review of the facts is necessary at this point. 

The first section of Interstate Highway to be constructed in Ver- 
mont was a section extending about. 6 miles northerly from the 
Massachusetts border in the towns of Vernon and Guilford. Notice 
of bidding was given on April 24, 1957, and included in such notice 
was a list of sources of material which had been determined by the 
State as acceptable. One such source was the so-called Gaines 
quarry, and on page 6, Mr. Chairman and Senator Revercomb, I 
would be happy if after the word “quarry,” the so-called Gaines 
quarry, you would insert there in your statement, “located in Guil- 
ford, Vt.” 

Bids were opened on May 17, 1957, and the low bidder was Hinman 
Co., Inc. A bid had been submitted by S. J. Groves & Sons—their 
bid was the highest—while the Alexander Co. submitted no bid. On 
May 21, 1957, 4 days after the bids were opened, Groves and Alex- 
ander jointly took an option on the Gaines quarry, when both knew 
that Groves was not the successful bidder. 

It is true, but immaterial in our view, that Groves-Alexander had 
had previous exploratory rights to the quarry in question. It is also 
the fact, and very material, that Groves- Alexander then had located 
in northern Massachusetts a large and expensive crushing plant. 
While negotiating with Gaines for the May 21 option, the Groves- 
Alexander represent: tives told Gaines that Groves-Alexander wanted 
to operate the quarry. To verify this representation as to purpose, 
the attorney, in whose office the May 21 option was prepared, has made 
affidavit to the fact. We have appended a copy of that affidavit to 
this statement. 

Shortly after May 21, 1957, the successful bidder, Hinman Co., 
Inc., approached Groves-Alexarder proposing to purchase the option. 
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Groves-Alexander’s representative, who was a man named Varner, 
who was the same man who had negotiated the May 21 option, in- 
formed Hinam Co, that Groves-Alexander took the option only so 
as to be in a position to force the sale of the crushing plant, and that 
if the plant was purchased by Hinman Co., there w ould be no difficulty 
about the option. To verify this contrary representation as to pur- 
pose, the president of Hinman Co., Inc., has made affidavit to the 
fact. 

Of course, I may say that is one of the principal points upon which 
we are standing and that is this misrepresentation as to purpose in 
the purchase of ‘this Gaines s option. 

When Hinman Co. refused to buy the crusher plant, Groves-Alex- 
ander demanded $25,000 for their option, which had cost them $2,000, 
plus exploration costs of $1,500. ‘The option was finally purchased 
by Hinman Co. for $12,000, and it was as to this transaction that the 
highway board demanded restitution be made by Groves-Alexander. 

Senator Gore. Now at that point, did Hinman Co. petition relief 
or was this action initiated by the highway department ? 

Mr. Porrer. Initiated by the highw: ay department, Mr. Chairman. 
The facts were brought to my attention but not by Hinman Co. 

Mr. Reep. Previous to this time in question, it had been the custom 
for unsuccessful bidders on Vermont highway projects to assign 
options to successful bidders. The Bureau has said constantly that 
the State disqualified Groves-Alexander because of their failure to 
comply with such custom, but the Bureau’s contention is not the fact. 
Mr. Chairman, Vermont’s disqualification of Groves-Alexander was 

-based on a sharp and unethical practice, and the misrepresentation of 
purpose, in securing an option for the sole purpose of forcing a sale 
of the crusher plant. 

That the State’s position was clear to all parties would seem evident 
from the fact that after Groves-Alexander assigned the option to Hin- 
man, thereby in effect complying with the custom, the State still 
demanded that Groves-Alexander make restitution. We were then, 
and are now, opposed to sharp practices and misrepresentations by 
contractors. We have several times advised the Bureau that to permit 
such activities results in probable loss to property owners living in 
the vicinity of a project, because, of course, they may be subject to such 
misrepresentations and sharp practices. 

It will also require an inordinate amount of project supervision and 
inspection to insure that the work is done to meet prescribed standards 
because, of course, a contractor who indulges in sharp practices has to 
be carefully inspected and supervised. 

In addition, as Senator Aiken has mentioned, the overall cost of 
projects is bound to increase since a contractor must be prepared to pay 
the cost of the material, plus speculation profits to such firms as Groves 
and Alexander. 

The foregoing is the factual situation upon which the State acted in 
disqualifying Groves-Alexander, and upon which the Bureau acted 
in cutting off Federal funds allocated for Vermont. 

The Bureau purports to be acting under article 1.10 (d), Regula- 
tions for Administration of Federal Aid for Highways, but a careful 
study of this provision reveals no language which prevents the sus- 
pension from bidding of a contractor who indulges in unethical prac- 
tices involving misrepresentation. 
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As a matter of technicality, the only person authorized by article 
1.10 (d) to pass judgment upon the ‘procedure used by a State in 
disqualifying contractors is the Secretary of Commerce. That article 
speaks of “judgment of the Secretary,” and in article 1.22 of such 
regulation does not permit the delegation of functions reserved to the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

So it would seem to Vermont that the Bureau has itself failed to 
follow the prescribed regulations. 

Article 1.10 (d) basically prohibiting any procedure which will 
prevent a contractor from bidding unless such procedure is based on 
a “full and appropriate evaluation of the contractor’s experience, 
equipment, financial resources, and performance record,’ and I have 
emphasized “performance record.” 

Vermont qualified both Groves and Alexander, each of which com- 
panies have main offices in Minneapolis, Minn. Neither one had ever 
done work in Vermont, but under Vermont’s regulations, they were 
qualified to bid on this Vernon-Guilford interstate link, the first in- 
terstate construction in Vermont. 

When the evidence of the option transaction became available to 
Vermont, we then had evidence of their performance record—very 
recent and very cogent evidence. Their failure to make restitution 
after being given an opportunity to do so, completed the picture, and 
we find it hard to see wherein Vermont's action is based on an ivthing 
other than as prescribed by article 1.10 (d). Nor do we know of 
any judgment by the Secretary of Commerce to the contrary. 

My conclusion is as follows: The Bureau of Public Roads had ad- 
vised that it stands ready to reinstate Vermont’s Federal aid, but on 
the condition that Vermont reinstate Groves-Alexander. In other 
words, if Vermont capitulates, we will be permitted to go ahead with 
interstate, and other Federal-aid highway construction, but appar- 
ently not otherwise. 

This rather obviously precludes us from litigating the narrow issue, 
since litigation might well require a year or more to complete. We 

cannot delay all construction for that length of time. Our legis- 
lature has authorized the largest bond issue in Vermont’s history, has 
enacted a limited access law and has enacted a new method of land 
condemnation, all for the purpose of moving ahead on a greatly ex- 
panded highway program. 

Yet the real issue in this case is undecided. That issue is simply 
whether a State may disqualify a contractor who has previously been 
qualified for bidding, upon evidence of sharp and unethical prac- 
tices and misrepresentation. If, as contended by the Bureau, the reg- 
ulations do prohibit such action by the States, we respect fully recom- 
mend legislation to change such regulations. If, as contended by 
Vermont, the question is at least an open one, we respectfully recom- 
mend legislation which will prevent termination of Federal aid pend- 
ing a review by the proper administrative officer, and we further 
recommend legislation which will require such review, including a 
hearing. 

Senator Gorr, General, by what process has the code of ethics to 
which Senator Aiken referred been established in Vermont ? 

Mr. Reep. Senator, I would say this. It has been established by 
practice. 
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Senator Gore. Over what period of time‘ 

Mr. Reep. Well, since approximately the time Senator Aiken was 
Governor, about 1938. 

Senator Arken. My guess is that since State-Federal roadbuilding 
began. 

Mr. Reep. Basically since that time. 

Senator Arken. It has become accepted to such an extent that it 
virtually had the force of law, although, of course, not written on 
the statutes. 

Senator Gort. Well, obviously any corporation or contractor or 
person has a legal right to purchase an option, or pure fee simple title, 
to a quarry. Do you have any code of ethics reduced to writing, to 
which the State and the contractors in the State have complied, w hich 
purports to prohibit an unsuccessful bidder from obtaining options on 
sources of material from which a successful bidder must obtain his 
aggregate / 

Mr. Reep. No, sir; there certainly was nothing in writing to which 
Groves and Alexander would have had any access. We do not make 
any question about that at all, Mr. Chairman. We are saying and 
we have said right along, that their misrepresentations was as to pur- 
pose in securing the option from Mr, Gaines; in other words, purchas- 
ing it from Gaines on the basis that they wanted to operate the quarry 
when in fact all they wanted the option for was to force the sale of 
this crushing plant that they then had located in northern Massa- 
chusetts. 

We say that is the sharp and unethical practice and actually has 
little to do basically with their failure to assign the option at the 
price for which they paid. 

We are not complaining. If they had taken the option and just 
held it and worked the quarry, we would have been in no position to 
complain and we certainly would not have complained. What we 
based our action on in disqualifying them was their actions in pur- 

chasing this quarry and then attempting and using it as a lever by 
_ ich they would cause Hinman Co, the successful bidder, to buy their 
crushing plant that they had located in northern M: ssachusetts. 

Senator Gore. I understand your contention. What I am trying 
to get at is how firmly had this code of practices or ethics or honor, 
af it may be described, governed the practices and conduct of con- 
tractors operating in the State of Vermont ? 

Mr. Reep. I wouldn’t by any means try to represent to this com- 
inittee that this code was in any way made known to Groves and 
Alexander prior to the time that they took this action. We do not 
maintain that they had knowledge of it. It was certainly not written 
and it was not included in the specifications obviously, so we make 
no contention and we would not want to try to tell this committee 
that this code was in any sense a firm code which Groves and Alexan- 
der, as foreign contractors, might have knowledge of. 

Senator Arkenx. Mr. Chairman, may I say, it is perfectly obvious, 
even had this code of ethies been reduced to writing or even written 
into the State laws, that the Bureau of Public Roads or at least the 
clerk in Albany, who functioned for the Bureau of Public Roads, 
would have objected to it just the same and cut off the funds. 
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The fact that it was not in writing and not State law, | would say, 
had little effect on the action of the Bureau of Public Roads. It 
seems incredible that a minor official in a regional office in Albany 
should have exercised the powers which, as I understand the law, 
says shall be exercised by the Secretary of Commerce without dele- 
gation. 

Senator Gore. Well, General, was this code of practice well known 
among contractors in Vermont? Was it a matter of public 
knowledge ? 

Mr. Reep. I think, yes, the answer would be “Yes” to that, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Gore. Do you know if a similar code of practices exists and 
is complied with in other States in the New England area ? 

Mr. Reep. I would have no knowledge as to that, Mr. Chairman. 
Do you have any ? 

Mr. Porrer. No. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. General, I am sorry that I came in after you 
started your statement. I ‘want to get a couple of things clear in 
my mind as between the crusher pl: int and the quarry. The quarry 
had material for use in roadbuilding ? 

Mr. Reep. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. The only material available in that section ? 

Mr. Reep. It was the material which was located so as to be eco- 
nomically and feasibly used on the project here in question. ‘There 
was at least one other source and perhaps more, but this was the 
source which was close by and handy for the contractors. 

Senator Corron. The crusher plant was used to pulverize the mate- 
rial and put it in condition to use on the highway / 

Mr. Reep. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Was the Hinman Co. already possessed of that 
kind of equipment itself ? 

Mr. Porrer. May I answer that? 

Mr. Reep. If you know, yes. 

Mr. Porrer. The Hinman Co. was in the market for a crushing 
plant, but this crushing plant that was located in Massachusetts was 
far too big for the operation. It would not have been economical for 
the Hinman Co. to have purchased that plant and moved it up. 

Mr. Reep. This was a $300,000 crushing plant that was located in 
Massachusetts, Senator, and the obvious ¢ onclusion i is that Groves and 
Alexander, having just finished a job in northern Massachusetts did 
not want to move it back to their main offices and dispose of it. 

Senator Corton. Then, in your opinion, it could not be successfully 
contended as an extenuation of the transactions of the Groves Co. 
that they were taking the position that they had the necessary equip- 
ment to do this job, ‘but the job was aw arded to a company ‘without 
the equipment and that they were justified in coming in and making 
the other company buy this equipment ? 

Mr. Reep. No, because the other company, the Hinman Co., when 
they were qualified for bidding, they had to have the finances and the 
equipment and everything else necessary to do this interstate job and 
they were that qualified in that respect. 
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Senator Corron. Now, after this series of events took place and the 
officials of the State of Vermont became aware of what had happened, 
how did you or the officials of the State highway department officially 
inform itself? Wasa hearing held? Were these two companies both 
given a formal hearing and the Groves Co. given an opportunity to 
try, if possible, to explain its transaction ? 

Mr. Reep. No, sir. On the 12th, after we had investigated the 
matter and had checked into the details of it as nearly as we could, 
the commissioner of the highway department, Mr. Poeter here, who 
sits on my left, wrote the Groves and Alexander Cos. and told them 
that unless they made some restitution, that they would be suspended 
from further bidding. In other words, they were given the opportu- 
nity to make some restitution on the purchase price of the option. 
They made no restitution and, in fact, I do not think we heard from 
them thereafter. 

Mr. Porrer. Excuse me, a representative of the S. J. Groves Co. 
did come to visit me after they received that letter, a Mr. Aaron- 
berg, and we covered all the details of this transaction and I indi- 
cated to him that an excessive profit had been made in the transac- 
tion. 

When he said to me, “Do we have to make restitution of the en- 
tire difference between the option and what we obtained?” I told 
him that I was not interested in any specific amount; that I merely 
wished to see that a reasonable transaction had been made and not 
a transaction in which an excessive profit had been made. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. Now, my next question is this, and 
I assure you in asking this question, I am not discounting for a mo- 
ment your very forceful and correct argument that the State of 
Vermont is interested in the ethics of people who do their work. 

Mr. Rrep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. But laying aside for the moment the ethical ques- 
tion involved, what was the financial impact on the State of Vermont 
or on the highway fund. Would the Hinman Co., having been sub- 
jected to this extraordinary expense, be compelled to have a review 
of their contract so that it would actually cost the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State of Vermont more for that piece of road or was 
there any actual financial impact? 

Mr. Rerp. Let me first answer and then I am sure Commissioner 
Poeter may want to say something. The actual amount of money 
lost by the Hinman Co. in this transaction, Senator, was of course, 
not very great. It was about $10,000, we will say, but 

Senator Corron. Isn’t that great in Vermont? It is in New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. Reep. It is great except that we were dealing here with a 
contract involving several millions of dollars. The point is that 
in the future, if this practice is not stopped in our State and in any 
State. a contractor who bids on work is going to have to bid first on 
the basis of the general cost of the material, as we usually have to 
pay for it, and then he is going to have to figure in or add to his 
bid, the cost of the premium which he may have to pay for specu- 
lation to speculators and that is the danger and where we think that 
the Federal aid and the State’s 10 percent of this money will have 
to be considerably greater. The total amount that both govern- 
ments pay will be consider ‘ably greater, particularly when you mag- 
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nify this problem by the number of contracts that will eventually 
become involved. 

Senator Corron. What you are saying to me is that you antici- 
pate that there will be not only a moral question involved, but a 
financial question in the future / 

Mr. Reep. Very definitely. 

Senator Corron. You are not taking the financial question in- 
volved in this one transaction as far as this statement is involved ¢ 

Mr. Reep. We think probably Hinman is going to be stuck for 
this unless he can find some way, and I am sure we will inspect the 
job so closely so that he would not find any way to recover it, he is 
going to be stuck. But, as to the future contracts, when each one 
of those bidding contractors will have to consider a speculation 
profit as part of their basic bid. 

Senator Corron. Just one more question, Mr. Chairman, and I 
apologize for taking so much time, but it is a neighboring State and 
I am keenly interested in being as well informed and as helpful as 
Tecan. In your suggestion on the last page, that is on page 11, when 
you are suggesting legislation, you say : 

If, as contended by Vermont, the question is at least an open one, we re- 
spectfully recommend legislation which will prevent termination of Federal 
aid pending a review by the proper administrator officer, and we further recom 
mend legislation which will require such review, including a hearing. 

sy that you presumably refer to the Secretary of Commerce / 

Mr. Reep. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Corron. You suggest as a matter of right and with a time 
provision that any State denied its aid receive that hearing. Would 
you suggest that that hearing should include all interested parties 
so that Hinman, and Groves, and ever ybody else would be present / 

Mr. Reep. Very definitely, Senator. What we would like to see 
prevented in the future is the termination of Federal aid, either to 
our State or to any State pending a full hearing on the particular 
dispute. In other words, we were having a dispute with the Bureau 
of Public Roads as to whether we could cut off these contractors. 
Before the dispute was even answered or even referred to the Wash- 
ington Office of the Bureau or to any proper administrative officer, 
our funds were cut right off and they have been cut off since and we 
do not want to see any other State put in that same unfortunate 
position. 

Senator Corron. You are in the situation of falling behind on your 
program and your share of the program in having money that Ver- 
mont is paying interest on in the bond issue tied up without getting it 
into the highways and beginning to get a return on it m traffic ? 

Mr. Reep. Very definitely, Senator. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, there is just one point. We do not want 
to delay this committee any longer than necessary, but the Bureau 
has itself come out against sharp and unethical practices in certain 
respects and Commissioner Poeter has a couple of pieces of cor- 
respondence here which he would like to just briefly describe. Would 
that be all right ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Reep. We would like to have the committee hear this. 
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Senator Revercoms. Before you leave your statement, I did have a 
question. 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Corron. Will the Senator let me ask one question that I 
forgot, just in the interest of keeping this together. Does the State 
of Vermont—probably this question would be answered by the high- 
way commissioner—does the State of Vermont Highway Department 
itself ever take options on material sources for the purpose of pro- 
tecting itself and those who bid on it and to your knowlec te do other 
States practice that ? 

Mr. Porrer. We do not make a practice of obtaining options be- 
cause we prefer to leave that in the field of private enterprise. That 
is a part of the contractor’s work in constructing highways. We do 
not want to put ourselves in competition with the contractors. Now 
suppose that we went out and obtained options on material along a 
route, whether it be stone, gravel, sand, or anything else, the contractor 
is not obligated to take up that option. ( ‘onceivably, we could take 
an option on a gravel pit or on a quarry and the contractor may deside 
he will get his material from somewhere else. We have invested 
money and we have no w ay of recovery. 

Senator Corron. So you do not do that ? 

Mr. Porrer. We do not and I do not know myself, I do not say it 
doesn’t exist, but I do not know myself of any, Senator. 

Senator Corron. But insofar as you have conferred with other high- 
way commissioners within the association and the course of your work, 
you do not know of any other State that does / 

Mr. Porrrr. I do not. 

Senator Corron. Thanks. I apologize to you, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. You are entirely welcome. 

General Reed, were Groves and Alexander unsuccessful bidders on 
the road which was awarded to Hinman / 

Mr. Reep. Groves was the only bidder of the two. Alexander did 
not even bid on this particular job. 

Senator Revercoms. Groves did bid ? 

Mr. Reep. Groves did bid. They submitted the highest bid of all. 

Senator Revercoms. Hinman did also? 

Mr. Reep. Hinman submitted the lowest bid. 

Senator Revercoms. Did Groves and Alexander take this option 
on the Gaines quarry before or after that contract was awarded to 
Hinman ? 

Mr. Reep. It was after the contract was awarded, Senator. 

Senator Gore. In that connection, I am just reading the letter to 
Senator Aiken bearing date of October 28, 1957, signed by Commis- 
sioner G. M. Williams of the Bureau of Roads, in which he says that 
an option was taken for exploratory purposes prior to this time? Is 
that right ? 

Mr. Reep. I mention that in my facts, Mr. Chairman. That is 
absolutely true. Back in March, Groves and Alexander had some 
exploratory rights conveyed to them on this quarry. 

Senator Revercome. W ell, General, then answering my question 
further, Groves and Alexander did show and indicate an interest in 
the purchase and operation of this Gaines quarry before any contract 
was let ? 
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Mr. Reep. Oh, very definitely, very definitely, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. That is what I wanted to know. 

Mr. Reep. I beg your pardon. They took the actual option of 
May 21, which gave them the right to operate the quarry after the 
contract was let. The bids were opened on May 17 and the contract 
was let the next day or that day and this option was taken by Groves- 
Alexander on May 21, 4 days after that. 

Senator Revercoms. But prior to any of the letting ? 

Mr. Reep. Prior to any letting. 

Senator Revercoms. Groves and Alexander did take an option show 
ing an interest in the ownership of this pit ? 

Mr. Reep. Oh, very definitely, Senator, and I make reference to 
that in my statement because we have no desire to make out Groves 
and Alexander to be crooks or anything else because we understand 
that they are big firms and have done lots of good work in other 

arts of the country. So we very carefully set forth in our statement 
feats that they had exploratory rights on this quarry prior to even 
the notice of bidding on this job, no question about that, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. In other words, they just did not take this 
interest up in the quarry after the contract was let to an opposing 
firm ? 

Mr. Reep. They certainly had knowledge of the quarry and had 
done work on it even prior to bidding on the project. 

Senator Revercoms. Yes, sir. Now, how close is another quarry to 
the Gaines quarry that would be suitable for materials for that road? 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Commissioner ? 

Mr. Porter. There was another quarry on the Smith property. I 
do not know what the actual distance is in miles. It was on the same 
materials sheet. However, the Hinman Co., when they were told that 
the price on the Gaines quarry was $25,000 for the option, they went 
over to the Smith property and did some exploratory work of their 
own when they determined that the stone was satisfactory but appar- 
ently it was a more difficult operation and a longer haul. 

Senator Revercoms. How much longer, sir? 

Mr. Porter. I cannot say. I am sorry, I do not know the distance 
in miles. 

Senator Revercoms. But in any event, Hinman felt that it was ad- 
vantageous to him to purchase this quarry from Groves and Alexander 
for $12,000 rather than operate the Smith quarry ? 

Mr. Porter. It would have cost him at least that much and possibly 
more. But when the Groves-Alexander firms, when they found out 
that the Hinman Co. had located and was looking into this other 
quarry, their price dropped to $12,000, which was a matter of business. 

Senator Revercome. Just a matter of business dealings between 
these people, one wanting to sell the quarry and the other wanting 
the quarry ¢ 

Mr. Porter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. I think that is all I have. 

Senator Corron. Before you go on, again, I do not ask this question 
critically because you are a valued neighbor and I am prepossessed 
in your favor. I am a little bit bewildered by your indication or 
your characterization of the Groves Co. My understanding from 
your statement is that one of the main reasons why you feel that they 
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should be deprived of the opportunity of bidding on other jobs is that 
they have been guilty of what you characterize as sharp practices, so 
they could not be trusted to build highways in Vermont without ex- 
tremely careful and perhaps expensive supervision. But, you have 
just willed that they are a reputable company who have ‘done good 
work and characterized them as not being crooks. 

I am a little vague in my mind as between a crook and sharp prac- 
tices? 

Mr. Reep. We think you are entirely right, Senator, and we have 
tried to get the Bureau to say how they draw that line. But here is 
the point as we see it. Groves and Alexander may be very competent 
at very capable people who can do good work, but they may be 
people, and we think they are people, who can do good work at a high 
cost to Vermont or to any other State and this type ‘of practice in which 
they engaged here tends to indicate that the cost of these roads to us 
and to any other State would be a great deal more if we permitted 
these practices to go on. 

In other words, we are saying that the quality of their work may be 
erfectly all right, we do not know, but the character of their company 
is definitely in question in our minds. 

Senator Corron. In your opinion, they practice a policy of trying to 
blackjack a State into giving them a job at a higher rate by any means 
that they can find ¢ 

Mr. Reep. We think that is probably just exactly it, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, I want to address a question 
to the Commissioner. I believe you stated that the highway depart- 
ment had not purchased quarries and you have stated why. ‘The rea- 
son that you are not in the business of furnishing materials to road 
contractors is that they might buy from other quarries and it might 
be a bad investment for the State; is that right ? 

Mr. Porrer. That is gorrect. 

Senator Revercomn. But you do retain the right to regulate, as I 
see here, the transactions between private owners of quarries as to 
what one might pay to the other for a quarry; is that correct ? 

Mr. Porrer. I would like to refer to this letter because I think this 
may indicate my thinking in that, if I may. 

Senator Revercoms. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Porrer. I have a letter here that I wrote to Mr. Tallamy on 
November 21. This was a result of my attendance at the conference 
of the American Association of State Highway Officials, which was 
held in Chicago at which Commisisoner Curtiss made an address to 
the association. I would like to quote from the text of that address. 

Under the new program State highway departments are acquiring rights-of- 
way on an unprecedented scale. As was anticipated this phase of the work 
tempts speculators never before interested in the highway program to enter 
the field in an effort to make some easy and quick profits. This sort of thing 


may be done legally but it is our responsibility as highway officials to adopt 
procedures which will make sharp practices impossible. 


[ repeat 
This sort of thing may be done legally but it is our responsibility as highway 
officials to adopt procedures which will make sharp practices impossible. 


Senator Revercoms. Right at that point, you feel that the sale price 
of $12,000, which Hinman paid to Groves- ‘Alexander, giving Groves- 
Alexander a profit of $10,000, entered the realm of ‘sharp practice ? 
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Mr. Porrer. [do when the purchase price is $2,000. 

Senator Revercoms. Where along that line would it have been a 
sales price that would have taken it out of the classification of sharp 
practice ? 

Mr. Porrrr. You are os me a very difficult question, Senator. 

Senator Revercoms. I do not know, you have said this is a sharp 
practice. Now, what profit would you let him make? Would you 
let him make any profit at all ? 

Mr. Porrer. Certainly. 

Senator Rrevercoms. The seller could have made a profit. What 
do you think would have been a fair profit ? 

Mr. Porrer. A normal business profit that exists in that field, which 
I am sure there must be—I do not know offhand what it is because 
Iam not a contractor. I do not know what the contractor would con- 
sider a reasonable profit on a transaction of that nature. I cannot 
define an actualamount. That would be rather difficult. 

Senator Case. Senator, would you yield for a question ? 

Senator Revercoms. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Did the option cost them only $2,000 ? 

Mr. Rerep. Senator, may I answer. The option itself cost them 
$2,000. They spent previously $1,500 by their own estimate on ex- 
ploratory work on the quarry, so that they had a total of $3,500 
invested in this transaction. 

Senator Case. As against the price of $12,000 / 

Mr. Rreep. As aginst the sale price of $12,000. 

Senator Casr. Thank you. 

Mr. Porrer. May I add a little to that, please. The $1,500 that was 
invested was invested prior to the time the bids were opened. Had 
Hinman or any other individual, any successful bidder been able to get 
there before Groves, he would have had to pay only the $2,000. The 
$1,500 would not have entered into it because Ggoves- Alexander would 
have had no opportunity to collect it. 

Senator Revercoms. Are you not there trying to put an absolute 
control over the judgment of a private enterpr ise about which you 
say you fostered in your State? Are you not trying to put a control as 
to whether or not they should have used $1,500 to investigate this 
quarry and test it? You say that Hinman would not have had to 
do it. Suppose he would not have had to do it within his judgment, 
what is wrong with the judgment of the Groves-Alexander people 
if they spend the $1,500 to look into the usefulness of a quarry? There 
is nothing wrong in that, is there ? 

Mr. Porrer. No, I am referring to the purchase price of an option, 
the original purchase price, and the later purchase price by a different 
contractor. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, as a taxpayer, might I say that it 
would appear that the cost of building roads w ould be consider ably 
increased if, before a contractor could bidona job, he had to bid against 
all these other competitors for the only available material for that job. 
I can see where a big business could be built up in this country by 
simply locating str ategic material, you might say, and bidding on that 
and then bidding so high on the jobs that ‘there would be no prospects 
of getting the contract itself, but excellent prospects of being able to 
shake down the winner of the contract. 
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In this case, I believe that the low bid was around $3 million, while 
Groves- Alexander bid $414 million. It seems to me that we have got 
to consider that these practices, if permitted to go on, could actually 
add billions of dollars to the cost of highway construction in the 
United States, because they are not going to stop in Vermont. If they 
can make it work in Vermont, they are certainly going to spread to 
other States and instead of $10,000 profit or 300 percent, you could 
have jobs where you might find a million-dollar profit and soon. I 
think we have to consider that. The main thing is, the State of Ver- 
mont was cut off for funds without any hearing, cut off by a subordi- 
nate official in the Albany office, who took unto ; himself powers which 
only the Secretary of Commerce can exercise. The State had no 
chance to have a hearing on it. 

Senator Revercoms. That is the gravamen of the complaint that 
you have stated, the decision was not made at the proper level. 

Senator Arken. .\ very serious complaint that the State had no 
chance to be heard. I was in Montpelier when the attorney general 
called me, explained the situation. I called my office, who promptly 
called the Bureau of Public Roads and t: 7 to Mr. Williams. Tasked 
for what the situation was, as they saw it. I did not undertake to tell 
them what to do in this case at all. I was assured that no action 
would be taken until I had been given the full facts of the case. 

Evidently this subordinate official in Albany took action and shut 
off funds to the State just as soon as he heard that I had made this 
inquiry down here. So, as the attorney general said, it was 10 days 
later that I got an explanatory letter. In fact, when it was called to 
the attention of the Bureau that they had not done what they told me 
they would, given the full statement of the case before taking action, 
[ was virtually told to go jump in the lake, it did not make any differ- 
ence, and that was a little personal reflection. You know how Senators 
feel about those things. [ Laughter. | 

Senator Gore. You mean personal reflection as to where you go or 
how you use water? [ Laughter. | . 

Senator Gore. It seems to me that the matter of exercise of authority 
by the Federal Government is one thing but it is quite a different mat- 
ter, it appears to me, for the attorney general of the State to allege 
and charge that the real purpose of this transaction was not for the 
purpose of making a normal profit on the purchase of an option and 
the resale to one who needed it, but rather that it was for the purpose 
of forcing the successful bidder to buy a crushing plant. Now, is that 
not your charge ? 

Mr. Reep. That is exactly it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Well, I wish to read here from the affidavit of Mr. 
Philip V. Corey, president of W. H. Hinman Co., which you have 
submitted as an exhibit. Mr. Corey says, and I will paraphrase it 
until I get to the part T want to quote, that upon being notified that he 
was the successful bidder, he went immediately to “Mr. Gaines, the 
owner of the quarry, and Mr. Gaines informed him that he had 
just signed a lease with someone representing the Alexander-Groves 
Co. Mr.C orey then says he immediately called the Alexander-Groves 
Co. and inquired 
of Mr. Varner as to the purpose of the Alexander-Groves Co. in purchasing the 
quarry site and was informed that their purpose was simply to dispose of a 
crushing plant that the company owned at Blandford and that if the W. H. Hin- 
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man Co. would purchase the crushing plant at Blandford, there would be no 
difficulty about the acquisition of the Vermont quarry site. Varner expressed 
himself very plainly and admitted that their only purpose in the purchase of the 
quarry rights was to compel W. H. Hinman Co. to buy this crushing plant at 
Blandford. 

Now, what refutation of this evidence did the Highway Department 
of Vermont have ? 

Mr. Reep. You mean what refutation did we have from Groves- 
Alexander ? 

Senator Gore. Or any other source ¢ 

Mr. Reep. None, Senator. Nobody has ever denied this statement 
by Mr. Varner as to the purpose of the Groves-Alexander Co. in pur- 
chasing this option on the Gaines quarry, 

Senator Gore. To your knowledge, did Secretary Weeks or Commis- 
sioner Tallamy or any official of the Bureau of Roads of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce undertake to ascertain the facts here alleged ? 

Mr. Reep. We know that the Bureau investigated every aspect of 
the case. We furnished them with some of the material which we 
had and we gave them copies of our material and as a very precise 
matter of fact, I notified the Bureau myself by letter to Commissioner 
Curtiss in which I quoted these very statements of the re presentative 
of the Groves-Alexander Co. as to the purpose of the option transac- 
tion. Now the Bureau has never denied that nor said anything more 
than to acknowledge that such a statement was made. 

Senator Gore. We will inquire of the Bureau of Roads as to its 
conduct. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the Vermont 
representatives whether or not it is customary and whether or not it is 
customary in their advertising for bids to reserve the right to reject 
any and all bids? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. What harm would come then if you permitted the 
Groves people to bid on your highway projects ? 

Mr. Reep. Well, sir, we have discussed that just briefly, but we think 
that we might then be in the same position which we now say Groves 
and Alexander are in. In other words, we think that we ourselves 
might very well be guilty of more or less unethical practices if we per- 
mitted them to bid and then arbitrarily rejected their bids on the basis 
of our prior knowledge as to them. 

Senator Case. Would you arbitrarily reject their bids if they were 
the low bidder ? 

Mr. Reep. You mean if we permitted them to bid knowing the full 
circumstances ? 

Senator Casz. If you permitted them to bid and they were the low 
bidder, would you then arbitrarily reject their bids? 

Mr. Reep. Well, that is why I say, if we permitted them to bid, we 
would be in the same position we say they are in now. We cannot let 
them have bids knowing that this situation exists. That is why we 
did not want them to be qualified and have not qualified them for 
bidding. 

Senator Case. Supposing you, with this reservation of the right to 
reject any and all bids, found them a bidder or allowed them to bid 
and then found them to bid on a road contract $100,000 below the next 
lowest bidder. Would you then reject the bid? 


FEDPRAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 151 


Mr. Reep. Well, as far as I am concerned, I would reject the bid. 

Senator Casz. You would reject it even though it would cost Ver- 
mont and the Federal Government $100,000 more to build that project ? 

Mr. Reep. But in the first place, we would not have permitted them 
to bid; we would not have qualified them, so we would not be faced 
with that circumstance. In other words, this is a matter which we 
think has got to be straightened out before we permit them to bid, so 
that we would not be in that position. 

Senator Case. Well, it merely occurred to me, Mr. Chairman, that, 
if the State reserves the right to reject any and all bids, in the case of 
a close bid they could discriminate against an unethical ‘bidder. But, 
if it were substantially a lower bidder, they would be injuring 

Mr. Rexp. The public interest. 

Senator Case. They would be injuring the highway fund if they 
did not accept it. I would think that nothing greatly is accomplished 
by denying them the right to offer a bid. You have the remedy in your 
own hands if they do bid and are merely a close bidder; you can dis- 
criminate against them. If they are substantially a lower bidder, 
then, in the public interest, you might want to accept the bid. 

Mr. Reep. But then, you see, Senator, we would have given our 
stamp of approval to the very type of practice which we are here so 
concerned with and in which we have been standing on since October. 
Now, we could have capitulated at any time and ‘permitted them to 
become qualified and, presumably, as far as the Bureau has ever said, 
we would be immediately reinstated for all purposes. But then we 
would be in that very situation. We would have to practice the same 
sort of thing, as I say, that we here allege as against the companies. 

Senator Corron. Will the Senator y ield on that point? 

Senator Casz. Yes. 

Senator Corton. There is one thing which you have said that im- 
pressed me, which you are not saying now to Senator Case; that if this 
company is guilty—I am not passing on it from just what we have 
heard today—but is guilty of the kind of practice that you believe 
they are guilty, your point was that, if they receive subsequent con- 
tracts in the State of Vermont, you would feel compelled to supervise 
them much more rigidly and more expensively, because you would not 
feel you could trust them to build the road according to specifications 
with the ordinary supervision, which would be taken into considera- 
tion when you are talking about what you would do if they bid and bid 
lower. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Reep. Very definitely, Senator, and we have so stated that we 
personally, I w ould think that we would have to just about double 
our usual supervisory and special forces on the job on the project. 

Senator Case. But again, Mr. Chairman, if you felt that, you could 
reject their bid. 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir, except, Senator, just as you have mentioned, 
if their bid happened to be, as it well might, if they wanted to keep 
some equipment and men working in the area, they might conceivably 
bid a half million under some other bidder. 

Senator Casr. You are the attorney general for the State of Ver- 
mont ? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Case. Let me ask you one other question. Supposing a 
person involved in the quarry matter were not a highway builder but 
were a citizen of Vermont or, for that matter, of any other State who 
owned or acquired quarry rights for $3,500 and then offered to sell 
them to the successful highway bidder for $1,200. Do you have any 
statute in Vermont roche h would let t you go to this party and say, “You 

cannot demand or cannot ask for $1,200 for something that cost 
$3,500"? 

Mr. Reep. Well, I think I would have to examine the text of our 

new law again, which I do not have with me, but I am very certain 
that I probably could not condemn that land, but I could ask the 
proper court with the proper jurisdiction to condemn this. particular 
land on behalf of the State of Vermont, and that then the court would 
ascertain or the jury would ascertain the amount of damages. 

Senator Case. If you have that remedy with respect to persons who 
are not highway contractors, do you not have that right with respect 
to Groves and Alexander today ? 

Mr. Reep. Well, after they had the option, you mean’ After they 
had secured the option and then assigned it to Hinman—you see, they 
have ¢ assigned this option to Hinman. 

Senator Case. That they have now, but if you had wanted to, if 
Hinman had said to you, “We cannot buy this at a reasonable seh ice,” 
and had asked you to condemn it, could you have not condemned it if 
you have that right now / 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, may I straighten this out’ The 
matter of sharp practices enters this, in that the Federal Highway 
Board has told the State officials that they should watch out for 
sharp practices. It is alleged, and it has not been controverted, that 
Grroves-Alexander people got this quarry through misrepresentation. 
In other words, they told Mr. and Mrs. Gaines that they were getting 
out the stone for the winning bidder, the one who got the contract, 
which happened to be the Hinman Co. That was not the case. They 
had no agreement at all with the Hinman Co., but. through this al 
leged misrepresentation, sec ‘ured the option and then proceeded to try 
to hold the Hinman Co. up for $300,000 for a second-hand stone crush- 
ing plant, as I understand it, ‘and $300,000 was the price of a new 
plant. I cannot say where I get this information. They were evi 
dently trying to force them to pay list price for a second-hand plant. 

Senator Gorr. Let me ask a question. General, if this practice were 
widespread, would it not in fact compel Vermont, and other States, to 
itself obtain options on sources of supply of material and thus make 
available to all contractors sources of material at stated prices / 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I think that is the only conclusion we 
can follow. We have already discussed in our State the very good 
possibility that we may have to go into the option business ourselves 
and, where we are unable to secure options, we may have to go into 
the condemnation of these sources. 

Senator Gore. All right. In the failure of States thus to act, would 
it not be possible, in consequence of such practices as this, for the un- 
suecessful bidders or bidder, by tying up the necessary sources of 
supply, to force the default in contract of a successful bidder or, per 
haps, the bankruptey of the successful bidder / 
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Mr. Reep. I would say that was certainly a very logical possibility, 
if we were unable in the length of time necessary to ¢ ondemn the land 
and then make it available to the successful bidder. 

Senator Gore. All right. If I may now bring this to a head, you 
have presented to this subcommittee your charges, your complaint, rep- 
resenting the State of Vermont, as has the distinguished Senator from 
the State, Senator Aiken. For what action do you petition this 
committee / 

Mr. Resp. We would ask this committee, first, to consider the pro- 
posal of legislation as set forth on page 11 of the State’s prepared 
statement here, Mr. Chairman, and we would further petition that, 
pending the consideration of these matters, the legislative matters, 
and as to whether Vermont's position is right or wrong, this committee 
use and that the Senate use its influence with the Bureau of Public 
Roads in getting Vermont fully reinstated. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean, fully‘ I understood you to s: 
earlier that all funds had been withheld. Is that true today / 

Mr. Reep. That is not true today, Senator, and before this hearing 
had closed, I had a note to tell this committee what we think has 
transpired. We cannot understand certain language which the Bu- 
reau has written to us but we think that the Bureau has now permitted 
us to go ahead on any project involving less than $114 million. We 
think that we have been reinstated to that extent. This was notifica- 
tion which was received in our offices in Montpelier yesterday, and as 
to which we have gotten copies vesterday and today. But, we have 
received a further te legri ai from the Bureau this morning and we do 
not know but what the *V Thay have reversed even yesterd: ay ’s stand. 

[ understand from Mr. Poeter that it is not and that we are still 
reinstated on projects involving less than $114 million but, of course, 
on our present plan, that completely still precludes interstate work 
because we are not, at the moment, splitting our interstate work up 
into small jobs. Whatever the project may be, we are letting it on 
that basis. 

Senator Gore. Otf the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. Are there further questions / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair will indulge me just a 
moment, I was late getting here, having responsibility in another part 
of the Federal Government this morning, and this may have been 
covered, but I would like to know on what basis does the Bureau of 
Public Roads object to the State of Vermont setting up qualifications 
for bidding contractors / 

Mr. Reep. Do you mean with respect to this particular question, 
Senator / 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. Reep. They are saying that according to article 1.10, subpara- 
graph (d) of the Regulations for the Administration of Federal 
Highway Aid, that we did not take proper action in disqualifying 
these people, Groves and Alexander. Now the Bureau does not deny 
Vermont’s right to establish qualification and prequalification condi- 
tions for contractors. They have said that if we were going to dis- 
qualify people on the basis of unethical practices, that we would have 
to amend our present qualification regulations and that they would 
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have to be subsequently approved by the Secretary of Commerce or 
the Bureau, as the case might be. 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have not examined the law 
or regulations. I merely have a feeling that the extent of the respon- 
sibility of the Bureau in that regard is probably governed by what 

regulations are necessary to insure that the lowest bid from the ¢ ompe- 
tent responsible bidder may be received and considered. 

Mr. Reep. Yes, Senator, that is basically it. This particular para- 
graph 1.10 (d) relates to competitive bidding and there are some 
other regulations. In other words, the regulations would not permit 
us to foreclose competitive bidding and foreclose bidders merely be- 
cause they were nonresidents of Vermont or nonresident firms of 
Vermont and there are further requirements that we must consider. 
We must consider the contractor’s equipment, his finances, and his 
performance record in establishing his qualifications. 

Senator Gore. Well, this subcommittee wrote or recommended the 
bill which subsequently became law with provisions which undertook 
to safeguard the administration and disbursement of the vast sums 
involved in the highway program. Direct safeguards are necessary. 
The regulations issued by the Bureau of Roads undertakes to pre- 
vent States from discriminating against contractors for the purpose 
of giving preferential treatment to contractors within a State. That 
is why I asked you questions earlier along that line and you said that 
question is not involved in this instance. 

Mr. Reep. It certainly is not, Senator. We have never discrim- 
inated against foreign contractors who come into Vermont. We have 
many contractors from other States than Vermont who are doing work 
in our State at all times. If they are the low bidders, we have never 
hesitated to give them jobs provided they were financially and other- 
wise competent to do the work. 

Senator Gore. If there are no further questions, the committee 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question here 
just in summary on the position of the officials of Vermont. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Rrvercoms. If restitution is made by Groves and Alex- 
ander to Hinman in an amount that you deem satisfactory, do they 
become competent bidders upon the roads of Vermont ? 

Mr. Reepv. They would, Senator. I wrote to the Bureau that if 
Groves and Alexander took action to restore certain portions of the 
funds to Hinman, that we would then consider that they recognized 
that they had indulged in practices which the State of Vermont would 
not permit. 

Senator Revercoms. Have you fixed an amount of the refund or 
indicated what should be refunded ? 

Mr. Reep. We have not. 

Senator Revercoms. You have not so notified Groves and Alexan- 
der of any particular amount ? 

Mr. Reep. No. May I say that at one time, soon after the State 
took this position, the entire option was offered back to Hinman at 
the sum of $3,500. But, the next day, the representative of Groves 
and Alexander came and again took the option away and said that he 
had no authorization to make that. But we have never tried to say 
that they should restore any certain amount. 
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Senator Revercoms. Now, that is the position of the State of Ver- 
mont. However, I am impressed here that the gravamen of the com- 
plaint before this committee is that there has not been a ruling at 
the proper level in this matter. 

Mr. Reep. That would be our basic thought. First, this company 
was wrong in misrepresenting its purpose in taking the option; sec- 
ondly, that the Bureau of Public Roads was wrong in terminating 
our funds when that termination was done by only a regional of- 
fice, a subordinate officer of the Bureau without any authorization 
or consultation with the Commissioner or Administrator of the 
Bureau. 

Senator Rrvercoms. Expressing your position, but you want some- 
one at the proper level in the Bureau of Roads or Department of 
Commerce to state whether a wrong has been done. You want a rul- 
ing from that level, do you not ? 

Mr. Reep. Yes; that is one of the things we want, but we also would 
like to see that we are reinstated pending such a decision and we would 
like to see that no other State is ever cut off pending the same type of 
decision. In other words, it is just like an appeal to the Supreme 
Court. The judgment of the court below is stayed pending a review 
and that is just about what we are asking for here. In other words, 
that the judgment of some subordinate officer involving termination 
of our funds be stayed pending a review of the matter by the proper 
official, whether it be the Secretary of Commerce or somebody else. 

Senator Case. Would you agree to the same thing for Groves? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir: but we gave Groves and Alexander full op- 
portunity to restore. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Have you ruled that Groves and Alexander 
are not competent contractors ¢ 

Mr. Reep. You mean as far as their ability to do work, sir? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Mr. Reep. No, sir; we have not. 

Senator McNamara. What is your ruling on that? 

Mr. Reep. Our ruling was that because of the sh: arp practices and 
the misrepresentations which they had done here and because of 
their failure to restore certain of these funds, that they would not be 
qualified. Basically, we predicate our disqualifiation upon their per- 
formance record. 

Senator McNamara. Prior performance, not performance on this 
particular matter ? 

Mr. Reep. Performance on this particular matter of the option, 
Senator. 

Senator McNamara. In their procedure in this particular case? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. When you gave them plans and specifications 
or your Agency did for the purpose of submitting a bid, you assumed 
at that point they were competent, they were qu: alified ? 

Mr. Reep. We had no information which would lead us to believe 
otherwise and we did qualify them previously. 

Senator McNamara. On the other hand, you having recognized 
them as qualified bidders, they had a right to assume, I suppose, that 
they were qualified ? 
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Mr. Reep. And they were free to submit bids on this first interstate 
project and 1 of the 2 firms did submit bids. 

Senator Case. Mr. Charman, I have a procedural question. Are 
these hearings to be transcribed and handled separately or will they 
be in our general hearings ? 

Senator Gore. It is my view, if it is agreeable with the subcommit- 
tee, that this transcript of the hearing this morning should appear at 
the end of our current hearings along with the response of the Bu- 
reau of Roads when we ask them to testify on this particular matter. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, S. J. Groves of Minneapolis bid 
on a great many contracts in the State of South Dakota, which is 
an adjoining State. I was merely about to ask that when a transcript 
becomes available, I should like to request that a copy of it be made 
available to the State Highway Commission of South Dakota. 

Senator Gore. That will be complied with. We will also give the 
Bureau of Roads an opportunity. to see the transcript before we ask 
them to respond to it. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, after the Bureau of Public 
Roads makes its response, would the Vermont officials then have 
authority to make any written comment which they might choose to? 

Senator Gorp. Yes, indeed. 

Senator ArkEN. Just in case there is a difference in facts. 

Senator Gore. Or, if you request that they be given opportunity 
to be further heard, that will be granted. 

Senator Arken. That would depend on what the testimony is. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask one more question 
and then I think I am finished, if you please. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. You used the term here of misrepresentation. 
Was any misrepresentation made to the State of Vermont or its 
officials by a, of these companies? 

Mr. Reep. No, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. You were talking here about dealings between 
themselves ? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Of Hinman on one side—— 

Mr. Reep. The three parties, Senator: the owners of the quarry 
and -the companies. 

Mr. Poerer. I believe, Senator, the misrepresentation we claim was 
between Groves-Alexander Co. and the owner of the quarry, the mis- 
representation that was presented to obtain the option 4 days after 
the bids were opened. We claim no other misrepresentation. 

Senator Revercoms. None made to the State by any one of these 
parties? 

Mr. Porter. No, sir. 

—— Reep. Mr. Chairman, may I say just one further thing. The 

. J. Groves Co. has on 2 or 3 occasions indicated its own willingness 
. us to make restitution but we have been notified subsequently that 
the Alexander Co. would not participate in such restitution. So, no 
restitution was made by either party. But, we do think in fairness to 
the S. J. Groves & Co., we should note for the record that we have 
information in our files and cor respondence from them indicating that 
they, as one of the joint optionees, stood ready to make restitution 
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here but that subsequently, apparently the other joint optionee did 
not so decide and the fact is that no restitution has been made. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Attorney General, you are saying what 
you have termed as misrepresentation exists between Groves and 
Alexander, on one side, and the owner of the quarry on the other side ¢ 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Now you are basing your statements and 
testimony before this committee solely upon “what someone has said 
to you about this? 

Mr. Reep. Hearsay. 

Senator Revercoms. Your parties have talked to you and you are 
telling us what they have said to you? 

Mr. Reep. I have appended the affidavits of the two principal 
parties in this matter, Senator, to my statement and I am relying on 
the affidavits which I have appended. But, as the chairman indicated 
by a question to me, no one has refuted this evidence, Senator, and it 
has been supplied to the Bureau and the Bureau has not refuted it in 
any way. 

Senator Gore. Commissioner ? 

Mr. Porrer. May I make just one brief statement? Before we 
took action, the matter was referred to the Highway Board and it was 
discussed between the Highway Board, the Attorney General, and 
myself. I personally ec: alled the head of the Alexander Construction 
Co. in Minneapolis and talked to him and he indicated a willingness 
to me to get together with Hinman and resolve the situation. We did 
not talk'in terms of money. We did not talk in terms of actual dol- 
lars, but he indicated to me at the time that he would get together with 
Mr. Hinman and he was sure that they would arrange a reasonable 
settlement. Since they had already received the $19 000 when he 
said that he would arrange a reasonable settlement, I assumed he 
meant that he would negotiate for something less. 

Senator Revercoms. I am interested in this. You are claiming 
misrepresentation between the owner of the quarry and Groves-Alex- 
ander, but you are asking a settlement between Groves and Alexander 
and Hinman. Now, does Hinman claim any misrepresentation by 
Groves and Alexander ? 

Mr. Reep. The misrepresentation, Senator, we are not attempting in 
this controversy in any to restore Hinman. Hinman is basically of 
no more interest to us than is Groves and Alexander. We are attempt- 
ing to terminate further sharp and unethical practices on the part of 
any contractor. We have not taken Hinman’s side in this matter. 

Senator Revercoms. Hinman is the one who stands to lose if there 
has been any improper practice. Has Hinman complained of this? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, Hinman certainly did complain, but not until we 
had ascertained it by other methods. 

Senator Revercomp. I see. 

Mr. Reep. In other words, Hinman did not come requesting us to 
take up his brief. 

Senator Revercoms. Has Hinman sought to sue or brought any 
action in law against Groves-Alexander ? 


Mr. Reep. No, sir. 


Senator Case. Will Hinman reduce his bid by the amount of resti- 
tution ? 
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Mr. Reep. His bid was all in, Senator, and all accepted, made and 
accepted prior to the time that he purchased this option for $12,000. 
So that he, basically, I suppose he has lost that. In fact, he has lost 
wliatever he lost on this transaction. 

Senator Casr. That is if he estimated he could get the quarry for 
less. 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, I have learned the names of 
these contractors this morning from these parties. I do not know 
any of them, but it seems to me to be a dispute primarily between 
Hinman and Groves-Alexander on the amount Hinman paid and 
whether it is too much. I concede the point of view of the representa- 
tives of Vermont if they want to keep this price down, and properly 
so, as affecting contracts. But, in this instance, the contract price 
wouid not be affected at all, would it ? 

Mr. Reep. That is absolutely true, Senator. Certainly it would not 
be affected here, but future contracts are the ones in question. 

Senator Gore. Well, as a State, you must determine, it seems to me, 
whether you wish to rely upon an unwritten code of ethics to prevail 
between contractors or whether you must submit to prospective bid- 
ders at the time of bidding a source of supply for your material. Is 
that not about the crux of the question ? 

Mr. Reep. That is certainly the crux of our future conduct. We 
definitely have to do 1 of 2 things. We either have to put in our 
regulations that as far as contractors are concerned, they have to 
assign options according to the old practice that has prev: ailed in the 
past or we have got to t: ake the position of going into the option busi- 
ness ourselves and because in many instances options will not be held 
by contractors but will rather be held by members of the public, prob- 
ably the latter course is the one we will have to follow, and we are 
going to find ourselves in the option business. 

Senator Gore. As an eloquent defender of States rights, you do not 
petition this committee to make that decision for Vermont ? 

Mr. Reep. No, sir. If this committee will cause the Bureau to 
restore our funds, we will be more than satisfied. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Reep. Thank you. 

Mr. Porrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and Senators. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOMPANIED BY LOUIS S. ROTHS- 
CHILD, UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE; CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; FRANK C. TURNER, DEPUTY COM- 
MISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND J. C. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION 


Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger, I think it is your time to ask 
questions. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I wish to ex 
press my gratitude to you for ‘being solicitous when I left the room 
i riefly. I wanted to postpone another meeting so I could have this 
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opportunity which you and Mr. Tallamy have very kindly made avail- 
able tome. 

Mr. Tallamy, if I may, I would like to develop the record with 
respect to the situation involving the bridge on U. S. 99 across the 
Columbia River between the States of Oregon and Washington. This 
is a matter of major interest in the Pacific Northwest, as well as all 
the way across the Pacific seaboard. 

As you will recall, when the Secretary of Commerce was testifying 
before our subcommittee on January 9, he entered into considerable 
discussion with the chairman of the subcommittee, Senator Gore, about 
the whole question of reimbursement for toll roads. If I am not 
mistaken, the Secretary said this in one of his replies, and I will now 
quote him directly : 

I can only say this, that we have no definite position today as a result of 
recent discussions. I personally am against reimbursement for toll roads. I 
am openminded on the question of free roads. If the chairman of the committee 
wants us to bring up an opinion, we will get together, get a position, and bring 
it up here. I think it should be brought up as a result of present discussions. 

Then there was a lapse of some material, not quite pertinent. Then 
the Secretary continues. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is quite a subject. I think I can say personally that 
the position of the administration has been against reimbursement for toll roads 
on the ground that the people have put up the money as private citizens to pay 
for the roads and provision is being made to pay them out of the income received. 

You will recall, Mr. Tallamy, that the bridge on U. S. 99 is at the 
present: neither fish, nor fowl, nor good red herring. It is in some- 
what of a twilight zone. The original bridge on U. S. 99 was a toll 
bridge. It was totally paid for out of the tolls collected from people 
traveling across the bridge, and then the tolls were removed and it 
became a free bridge, a good m: ny years ago. 

Then as I remember, and I am trying to tell this to you out of 
memory, it was decided by the highway commissions of the two States 
of Oregon and Washington, that the existing bridge was inadequate 
as the volume of traffic increased. It was decided by the two States 
to construct a companion bridge a few feet away from the existing 
bridge. 

Then nerthbound traffic would occupy one bridge and southbound 
traffic would occupy the other bridge. 

The legislatures of the two States of Oregon and Washington voted 
to authorize the collection of tolls and the submitting of bonds for 
the construction of the new bridge. The tolls, however, would be col- 
lected in both the southbound bridge and the northbound bridge and 
they would be used to retire the cost of the new structure across the 
Columbia River. 

As I understand it, the new bridge will be ready for traffic sometime 
about 1960. It is under construction today, but, of course, the bridg- 
ing of the second largest river in the United States and the major river 
on the Pacific seaboard is a very considerable construction undertaking 
and is going to require considerable time. 

As you realize, no tolls have yet been collected on the bridge because 
the new bridge has not been in use. Tolls will not be collected on 
the existing bridge, which still carries two-way traffic until the new 
bridge is completed. 
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I wish you could develop for us, and for the record, and for all the 
interested people in our region just what the policy will be of yourself, 
as Federal Highway Administrator , and of the Depar tment, as applies 
not only to reimbursement generally, but to this particular bridge 
which is probably in somewhat of a unique position as these under- 

takings go throughout the country. 

Mr. TaLLamy. Yes, Senator, I will be very glad to discuss the sub- 
ject with you. 

The bridge to which you refer was placed under contract, as I 
understand it, sometime in the month of May. In any event, it was 
preceding the passage of the 1956 act which established the Interstate 
System policy of financing through a 90 percent on the part of the 
Federal Government and a 10 percent matching on the part of the 
State. 

A great many projects, as a matter of fact, of great magnitude were 
started just prior to the enactment of the 1956 act. 

Senator Nevupercer. As toll projects? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Not too many as toll projects but a great many as 
free projects all over the United States, and many of ‘them were on 
the basis of 50 percent Federal grant, and 50 percent State grant. 

And shortly after the enactment of the 1956 legislation, we were 
called upon to make a determination as to whether or not we could 
make the 90 pereent on the part of the Federal Government retro- 
active and apply to contracts which had been awarded prior to the 
enactment of the 1956 legislation. 

Well, it seemed to us that we could not, but we referred it to our 
counsel and he assured us that would not be possible. So we had to 
advise everyone that we could not participate under the 1956 legisla- 
tion to the extent of 90 percent on projects which had been awarded 
to contract stage prior to the enactment of this legislation, regardless 
of whether they are toll or free. And, of course, the bridge to which 
you refer was awarded to construction stage prior to the enactment 
of the 1956 legislation; we had to make the same determination in 
that instance. 

Senator Nevpercer. I want to ask you this further question. You 
will note in the reply from the Secretary, where he answered the ques- 
tion put to him by the chairman of the subcommittee, he said: 

I personally am against reimbursement for toll roads. I am openminded on 
the question of free roads. 

Now, as I understand from your reply, that under the advice given 
you by your counsel, you could not provide 90 percent reimburse- 
ment on any contracts let before passage of the 1956 Highway Act, 
whether they be toll or free, is that correct ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Senator Neusercer. My question is this: Under the rather complex 
conditions which surround the bridge on U. S. 99, do you regard 
that as a toll road or as a free road? The Secretary said in reply to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, he was against reimbursement on 
toll roads, openminded on the question of free roads. 

In view of the situation surrounding this bridge, how do you re- 
gard it in viewing this question ? 

Mr. Tattamy. It is a toll br idge, unquestionably. 
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Senator Neusercer. Even though no tolls have yet been collected 
on it or on the companion existing structure, you do regard it as a 
toll bridge ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, it is financed by the sale of bonds, as I under- 
stand it, which bonds have back of them the revenue which is antici- 
pated through the imposition of tolls on this structure. 

Senator Neusercer. That is correct. 

Mr. Tattamy. Now unless the State provides some other way of 
liquidating those bonds than by the imposition of tolls, you will have 
to call it a toll road. If the State were to decide to, and if it were 
possible to liquidate the bonds in some manner other than through 
the imposition of tolls, then in that event, the bridge would be a free 
bridge. 

Senator Neupercer. If the legislatures of the two States were to 
repeal or revise the statutes passed, I believe in 1953, authorizing tolls, 
and to work out some other method for retiring the bonds, would it be 
possible for the Federal Highway Administration then to regard the 
bridge on U.S. 99 as a free road although started prior to the | passage 
of the 1956 F wire Highway Act ? 

Mr. Tautamy. We could’ regard it as a free road if tolls are not 
imposed to liquidate the indebtedness which has been created as a 
result of the construction of the bridge, yes. 

Senator Nevpercer. Is it your opinion that there is a better chance 
for reimbursement of free roads commenced prior to passage of the 
Federal Highway Act than for reimbursement of toll roads started 
prior to passage of the Highway Act of 1956? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I don’t think I can answer that question right now, 
but I think I will be able to answer it after the Secretary comes up 
with the considered judgment of himself and the staff and the ad- 
ministration. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, may I ask you then a hypothetical ques- 
tion, so to some degree our people may be guided by it, because I know 
you are aware of ‘the desire of m: ny people in both States to avoid 
this tollgate on the crossing of the bridge or river in our Western 
States. 

Should the Secretary decide that there is greater likelihood of reim- 
bursement on free roads rather than on toll roads, there still is time, 
in your opinion, for the two States to avoid having this classified as a 
toll road if they can seek some other method other than the collection 
of tolls to provide for retiring the bonds which financed the bridge 
across the Columbia River? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, I believe that is right. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. If it is agreeable to 
you, I would like to ask one other question of the Secretary, some- 
thing that. I noticed in the New York Times of January 16. 

It is not on the question of the Pacific Northwest, it interested me 
in respect to highway construction. There was a story in the Times, 
Mr. Chairman, January 16, entitled “Transit System of Future Seen 
as Costly as Defense,” and the story went on to point out that in the 
opinion of certain transportation experts, that as the United States 
expanded in size, that it would be absolutely necessary to have rapid 
transit routes paralleled to our superhighways of the future, and the 
concluding paragraph in the New York Times ran as follows: “It is 
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suggested that railroad tracks for commuter trains be laid in the 
center mall of the future parkways. Emphasis was placed on the fact 
that a single railroad track could carry 20 times as many people as 
a single lane of highway. 

I just wondered this, after reading the New York Times story, 
which is very brief, I would like to ask permission of the chairman 
to have it included in the record at this point. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

(The article referred to is as follows :) 

[From the New York Times, January 16, 1958] 
TRANSIT SYSTEM OF FUTURE SEEN AS COSTLY AS DEFENSE 

One of the Nation’s leading authorities on mass transportation said yesterday 
that expenditures during the next 20 years to meet metropolitan transportation 
needs would be exceeded only by the cost of national defense. 

The expert, Kenneth M. Hoover, who warned of the dangers inherent in ade- 
quate solutions, is conducting a mass-transportation survey covering the entire 
metropolitan area centering on Washington, D.C. He spoke at a preview show- 
ing of a new movie on metropolitan transportation problems, produced in sound 
and color by the General Electric Co. The film, titled “Millions on the Move,” 
was shown to the press at the Biltmore Hotel. The motion picture will be 
available for public showing. 

The film stressed the point that a community’s prosperity hinged on the “easy 
movement of people and goods.” In this regard, it emphasized that total trans- 
port, balancing vehicular, rail, and other transit facilities, was essential. 

It is suggested that railroad tracks for commuter trains be laid in the center 
mall of future parkways. Emphasis was placed on the fact that a single railroad 
track could carry 20 times as many people as a single lane of highway. 

Senator Nevsercer. In planning the deve ‘lopment of the new Inter- 
sts ite Highway System in urban areas, Mr. Tallamy, can any pro- 
vision be made for purchasing rights-of-way for eventual development 
of the separate rapid transit system to relieve the pressure on these 
roads ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Not at the expense of the Federal Government under 
the 1956 legislation. 

Senator Neusercer. That would have to be borne completely by 
the locality ? 

Mr. TatuaAmy. By some other authority. 

Senator Nevusercer. Have metropolitan communities been encour- 
aged to buy more than the four lane right-of-way to provide for even- 
tual construction of separate rights-of-way for rapid-transit systems? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I know that Chicago actu: ally is doing that, but now 
on the Congress Street Expressway, Chicago is constructing a rapid- 
transit lane in the mall of a part of the Interstate System in that city. 

Senator Neupercer. In any other areas, are known highw: ay trans- 
portation needs taken into account in laying out rights-of-way for 
highways or is this exclusively for automobile, truck, and bus trans- 
portation 4 

Mr. Tartamy. Well, it cannot be done at the expense of the Federal 
Government, according to our interpretations, but if it is cheaper, ce! 
example, to buy a right-of-way in a city, by buying a whole bloc ko 
just as cheap to buy a whole block as it would be to cut through nd 
demolish a half of a building, and have to tear the other half down and 
pay the consequential damage anyway, and that results in excessive 
right-of-way, we would have no objection to that excess right-of-w ay 
being used for rapid transit pattibaed. And I do believe that a number 
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of city planners working in cooperation with the State highway de- 
partments are looking at that potentiality. 

Senator Neupercer. I have raised this issue because the minute 
I read that article in the New York Times, it seemed to me valid that 
these crowded metropolitan areas give consideration to this, that as 
the new Interstate System is laid ‘out in these areas, perhaps some 
consideration should be given to relieving the inevitable pressure which 
will mount, and to take some of the people off the highways and into 
some form of rapid transit, whether it be modern rail, in the air, or 
surface electric trains, or something like that. 

Mr. Tatiamay. I think, Senator, you will find a good many cities 
and States are thinking about that very seriously. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Tallamy. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions on this point ? 

I suppose, Mr. Tallamy, the next part of our interrogation will be 
the tables, copies of which have been supplied to members of the 
committee. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Are there additional copies / 

Senator Gore. I seem to have several. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. If it is all right with the subcommittee, I would like 
to make a brief inquiry, before we adjourn for the noon hour, about 
the progress of the States on the Interstate System. My particular 
inquiry of this morning is to what extent the shortages of materials, 
particularly cement, steel, aggregate, and asphalt, are affecting or 
have affected the program. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I do not believe shortages of material have affected 
the program nationwide in the past year at all. 

Now there have been spots, no doubt, where a shortage of any one 
of those materials may have caused a problem, but from an additional 
point of view, I have no concern about the ability of materials indus- 
tries to meet the demands. I might point out, also, in this regard, 
that construction prices during this year on the composite highway 
mile have only gone up two-tenths, I believe it is two- tenths, of 1 
percent, whic h isa very good indication that the construction industry 
is leveling off insofar as prices are concerned and I also believe that 
it is rather apparent that they would not do so if there were a 
material shortage of either labor, equipment, or materials. 

Senator Gorr. What is the delivery date on structural shapes of 
steel now ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Structural steel delivery dates have been somewhat 
slow. The dates have been as much as 18 months, but recently, de- 
“t's ‘ry dates have been much shorter, but because of delivery dates, 

I do believe that a number of States have gone to the use of prestressed 
concrete for the design of its structures in order to be able to advance 
the contract quicker than they could if they waited for the steel de- 
liveries. 

And I would not be a bit surprised if that has not already been 
effective through normal good American competition in reducing 
steel delivery dates and prices. 

Senator Gore. I have some difficulty understanding why the steel 
industry would have an 18-month delivery date when the industry is 
operating at, or something less than, 80 percent of capacity. 
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Mr. Tatiamy. I think probably the result comes from a lack of 
‘apacity some years, or a year and a-half ago, in the rolling mills, 
not in the mills which actually produce the raw material, but rather 
the mills which take that raw material and fabricate it into the 
shapes that we need for our building and bridge construction, and then 
another bottleneck sometimes, is created and that is the lack of capacity 
of fabricating establishments. They are the ones that take the shapes 
which have been produced and then fabricate them into the trusses or 
the girders that we actually need. 
Senator Gore. Have you examined the situation to ascertain if there 
is any design or plan for scarcity ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I have seen no evidence of that. 

Senator Gorr. Have you looked for any evidence / 

Mr. Tatiamy. I haven't actually made an investigation. 

Senator Gore. Have you undertaken to find out if there was a pro- 
gram of planned scarcity to hold the prices up ? 

Mr. Tauiamy. I have not, but I have felt that the competition of 
prestressed concrete is a very good safeguard for all of us. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, you know that prestressed concrete is 
not practical except in very large shapes ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is practical in long bridges and in short bridges 
and, as a matter of fact, a good many of our structures are maybe only 
50 feet long up to 150 feet long, and they do use prestressed concrete 
shapes. 

Senator Gore. Is there not a wide area of demand for steel in which 
prestressed concrete is not competitive ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. In proportion to the total use of steel, I would say 
that it would be a very small percentage where prestressed concrete 
could not be competitive. It would only be in, I would say, in very 
large bridges with large spans, spans of over 100 feet and suspension 
bridges or the very heavy type and the relative number of those as 
compared to the very large number of smaller structures, I think, re- 
sults in a very small percentage of structures which could not be 
competitive. 

I am not saying that every State in the United States is actually 
designing at this time prestressed concrete but they have that oppor- 
tunity if structural steel becomes scarce again. 

Senator Gore. Well, is it not true that the prestressed concrete 
itself requires a great deal of steel ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, there is a relatively very small quantity of steel 
in a prestressed concrete job. We use very thin rods or even wires 
in the use of prestressed concrete, so that the relative weight of steel 
per bridge is very, very small. 

Senator Gore. Well, my lack of knowledge in this field is not only 
remarkable, but it has shown itself rather remarkably. I will yield 
now to Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to attempt to 
qualify as an expert, but I think Mr. Tallamy has raised a question 
in my mind about costs. 

What is the relative cost of prestressed concrete against steel shapes 
generally ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. Again, it depends on the locality and the experience 
of the contractors that are able to bid in the area. For example, the 
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New Jersey Turnpike, about 21% years ago, put up several bridges 
of a rather small length. They were around 150 feet, I would judge, 
in length, and had alternate designs, steel and prestressed concrete 
and prestressed concrete came in at a lower price than the steel and 
I am quite certain that a number of other bridges were done in the 
same way. 

There was another very long bridge in Florida where they put 
up alternates and prestressed concrete came in as less expensive. 

Senator McNamara. Much less or slightly less, do you remember ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I do not think there was much difference. I would 
like to add to that a little bit and that is that in my opinion, there 
is a growing prestressed concrete industry; that all around the coun- 
try, establishments are being created to take advantage of this new 
material and as contractors and as carpenters and steelworkers be- 
come more accustomed to using prestressed concrete and do not have 
a fear of it as most everyone does of something rather new, that the 
cost of prestressed concrete will go down quite materially and be 
much more competitive than it is today to steel. 

Senator McNamara. Is your agency satisfied that the life of pre- 
stressed concrete structures would be as long as that of proper steel 
structures ¢ 

Mr. Tauuamy. Yes, under most circumstances, I believe that is so 
and it might have another advantage in that it does not have to be 
painted. If proper maintenance is not given to a steel structure in 
the way of painting it, frequently, it, of course, can deterioratae quite 
rapidly’ anc prestressed concrete does not have to be maintained in 
that fashion. 

Senator McNamara. Then could this subcommittee assume that a 
properly constructed prestressed concrete structure would last 100 
vears ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. That is quite a long life. 

Senator McNamara. Would it not be reasonable to assume that 

t proper steel structure, properly maintained, would last 100 years ¢ 

Mr. Tautamy. Yes, but unfortunately, they are not all properly 
maintained over such a long period of time. There are, of course, 
many instances where we can see bridges that are 100 years old that 
are built of steel, which are obsolete, of course, but they are still stand- 
ing up. Iam quite sure that 100 years from now, we will find a great 
many of the prestressed concrete bridges standing up, too. There is 
no reason at all why they should not have a good, long life. 

Senator McNamara. Well, is the laboratory not able to determine, 
for instance, a testing laboratory such as Pittsburgh and sore who 
are qualified to express an opinion in this area, whether or not this 
is true? Have they been consulted in this kind of a srchiea’ 

Mr. Tattamy. As to the life of prestressed concrete 4 

Senator McNamara. Yes. Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me to 
be a proper subject for this committee to make i inquiry into and I think 

1 laboratory test. is called for. I do not think it 1s something that 
should be passed over lightly. 

Senator Gore. I will ask the staff to make inquiry about that right 
now and get the information and supply it for the record at this 
point. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 


PRESTRESSED CONCRETE FOR HIGHWAY BRIDGES 


Prestressed concrete is a versatile construction material based on sound 
engineering principles that have been tested in field and laboratory. It combines 
the many inherent qualities of concrete, such as long life and low maintenance, 
with those of high tensile strength steel to produce an economical product com- 
petitive with structural steel. When combined with precasting, prestressed con- 
crete offers the further advantages and economies of mass production, quality 
control, and rapid erection. 

The principle of prestressing is not new. In manufacturing barrels, steel hoops 
are expanded by heat and on cooling, contract and prestress the staves to pro- 
duce tight joints for resisting fluid pressure exerted when the barrel is full. 
In a similar manner, concrete is prestressed by steel tendons stretched within 
a concrete member and fastened at each end. In attempting to regain their 
original length, these tendons precompress the concrete and improve the load- 
carrying characteristics of the structural member. 

In 1886 a patent for prestressed stone floor slabs was granted to an American 
named Jackson. Mr. Jackson found that by tightening steel rods running 
through planks made of artificial stones, the stones acted as a single unit. Un- 
fortunately, the steel of Mr. Jackson’s day lost its tension in several months. 
Although the principle was good, it could not be fully utilized until modern 
metallurgy produced steel having sufficient strength so that in spite of an initial 
loss of tension, enough remained to permanently precompress the concrete, In 
1938, the French engineer, Eugene Freyssinet established the fact that the old 
principle of prestressing could be made a practical reality with high tensile 
strength steel. Because prestressed concrete makes possible a savings in con- 
struction materials. its development was fostered first in Europe where materials 
costs are high. Many spectacular prestressed concrete bridges were built as weil 
as such structures as the almost indestructible German submarine pens. 

The successful application of prestressing to concrete began in this country. 
in 1949 with the construction of the Walnut Lane Bridge in Philadelphia. Since 
then the prestressed concrete industry has grown to more than a $200 million 
business with over 500 plants producing prestressed units. A survey by the 
Portland Cement Association showed that in 1957 all State highway departments 
awarded contracts for prestressed concrete bridges except Wyoming, West Vir- 
ginia, Idaho, Nevada, Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and possibly two others. 

Thousands of highway bridges, ranging from single spans to multiple spans with 
an overall length of many miles, have been built. In the beginning alternate de- 
signs were sometimes made for both prestressed concrete and structural steel. 
This practice was soon discontinued except for major projects since prestressed 
concrete usually was bid at a lower price. 

In Economics of Prestressed Concrete Bridges by T. Y. Lin, cost comparisons 
show that prestressed concrete bridges cost less than structural steel for spans 
up to 300 feet except under certain special conditions. 

Specific cases confirm Lin’s studies. The following examples are results of 
actual competitive bids: 


TWENTY-FOUR-MILE BRIDGE ACROSS LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN 


The bridge has 2,235 prestressed concrete spans 56 feet long supported by pre- 
stressed pile piers. The low bids were $27,600,000 for prestressed concrete and 
$33,517,507 for structural steel. 


ILLINOIS TOLL ROAD 


As a result of preliminary cost studies, it was decided to design 225 bridges of 
prestressed concrete with savings of approximately $4 million over engineers’ 
estimates but nearly $12 million over structural steel at prices then prevailing. 
This was reported to the world conference at San Francisco in 1957. The con- 
sulting engineer also stated that 45,000 tons of structural steel would have been 
required compared with approximately 3,500 tons of prestressing steel. 


EEE 
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FIVE-SPAN BRIDGE AT KINGSPOINT, TENN., 1957 


One 100-foot span, two 90-foot spans, two 85-foot spans. 
Prestressed concrete._._._....._.-..- onasheinsiiehrahrnsliaeteoaiaineneamaesictandee 
Structural steel_____._.__..._~-- tesaitcadhaaniiecesdc hatha seldiaaain cantante 188, 883 


FLORIDA STATE TURNPIKE AUTHORITY, 1955 


Includes several typical grade separation structures, 
Contract No. 35A: 


Pr UL. CRC eee re Scaler a 


PRP Ceer!  CO0SE. concc mon antedecnsumadbadaonatesooswenewe 81, 420. 00 
Contract No. 5.2: 

Predtvaied Concrete... 2s 22S See ees 201, 008. 60 

PRTMCCRPR MOO! a3 cnn curing enae Genoese ed dae aanemeaion 209, 418. 60 
Contract No. 2.3: 

RNIN OCT asus pate cnendani sacistieiiiee, alate 27, 762. 00 

RP UICUNTR NO a ek cewccmca niin Gree eee 30, 007. 00 


EXCHANGE AVENUE VIADUCT, OKLAHOMA CITY, 1954 


One thousand four hundred and fifty feet long, eleven 70-foot spans. 
Pussies? pontbete. a Se i ee ele eee $573, 803. 38 
CRIOCULEL BUCO! octet etki Selina cadena eiaablnaie dowaons 663, 637. 81 


EFight 53-foot spans. Per square foot 
POOTIT ORNL SHINN soi seine sec ncngenancesnnnetanenahitemen amen $3.66 
DiS eres WOON As... eld A chan de cena eee eee 4. 66 
PER TORNET COR e nic ceca cancccunscnusnseapeebavoamedeennsecoueee $3. 66 


Twenty 72-foot spans. Per square foot 
PRORTROUNNE  COUCTOID Bose ht ee eke idea ee $5. 75 


Rhrectnrel wheel. aa Sa obedient eee. 5. 75 
MANATEE RIVER, FLA., BRIDGE 

Thirty 66-foot spans. Per square foot 

Pe CIs. gan he eiicimcemisndqndacbionnacinnnnat ree eeeee $4. 55 

EP RCUEEEL BGG 66min nennnasnbun caencaseneatemee ee aaa eae 7.32 


Prestressed concrete bridges require considerably less steel than structural 
steel bridges. For spans up to 300 feet long, there is approximately 85 percent 
less steel in a prestressed concrete bridge deck than in a strucfural steel bridge 
of the same span and load-carrying capacity. 

Of the 39 States currently constructing prestressed concrete bridges, Penn- 
sylvania provides an outstanding example. The State has already built about 
300 prestressed concrete bridges ranging in span lengths from 20 to 70 feet. 

Standardization of bridge sections is an important adjunct to the economy and 
speed of erection of prestressed concrete. The Bureau of Public Roads was one 
of the first organizations to foster this idea by issuing for the guidance of the 
States a comprehensive set of standard beam designs. American Association of 
State Highway Officials also has prepared a set of standards and several State 
highway departments have prepared their own typical designs. The use of such 
standards allows reuse of forms and greatly reduces design work and construc- 
tion time on bridges on busy roads. The time is approaching when standard pre- 
stressed concrete bridge members can be ordered from producers’ catalogs just 
like structural steel. 

Since high quality concrete is essential in the manufacture of prestressed con- 
crete bridge girders, their life will be even greater than that of conventional 
reinforced concrete, which generally is estimated at up to 100 years by various 
railroads in figuring depreciation for tax purposes. Cracks are eliminated in 
prestressed concrete by virtue of the prestress force which makes the material 
even more weather resistant. High tensile strength steel of the type used for 
prestressed concrete has been used for years in the cables for suspension bridges 
like the Brooklyn Bridge in which the steel has been under constant tension since 
1883. 
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Research in prestressed concrete to test its properties and performance under 
various conditions has been carried on or sponsored by many organizations, 
including the Bureau of Public Roads, Corps of Engineers, State highway de- 
partments, various universities, colleges, and private organizations. The funda- 
mental properties have been established, and prestressed concrete has been 
accepted as a sound, structural material. Further research is being conducted 
to extend and improve knowledge in the design, construction, and use of pre- 
stressed concrete. 

The confidence of engineers in all parts of the country in prestressed concrete 
is reflected in its increasing use. This growth was reported in the January 23, 
1958, issue of Engineering News-Record in the article, Prestressed Pares Steel’s 
Bridge Market. Concerning the growth of prestressed concrete, the following 
facts were presented as being representative of a recent Engineering News- 
Record survey. 

Square feet of bridges built per year 


1956 1957 1958 (planned) 
State | | 
| Prestressed Steel Prestressed Steel Prestressed concrete Steel 
concrete concrete | 
peas ae) SARS Coe eee : —_ ‘ ae 
California... | 174,200 | 1, 532, 000 607,600 | 1, 205, 400 | 1,007,600 (?) 
Connecticut - - - ._-| 95,000 | 3, 450, 000 110,000 | 2,500,000 | 50,000 750, 000 
PR wns nn-> 650, 000 309, 000 | 1, 980,000 | 390,000 | 200-percent increase (?) 
Iowa__. aeol 266, 000 118,000 | Slight decrease (?) 
Michigan _--__-_- 43, 000 956, 000 60, 000 862,000 | 400-percent increase (?) 
Montana_- None | 120, 000 96, 000 112, 000 Same proportions 
New Mexico.---_-| None | 9, 635 32, 172 21, 859 Same proportions 
North Carolina___| 35, 590 347, 793 293, 443 668, 814 Same proportions 
North Dakota. - ; : ; 48, 000 145,000 | 100-percent increase | (? 
Virginia ----.--- 25, 000 80, 000 72, 000 250,000 | 50-percent increase | 
Wisconsin -_-___- 61, 070 194, 000 223, 210 185, 730 Same proportions 


Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, there is one other question. 
Mr. Tallamy, you answered, in response to a question, that the cost of 
the overall program had increased (0.2—what is the percent; two- 
tenths of 1 point? Does that mean two-tenths of 1 percent, or not / 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. 

Senator McNamara. What does it mean / 

Mr. Tatutamy. It is two-tenths out of a base of 169 rather than a 
base of 100. 

Senator McNamara. Percentagewise, it would be about 114 percent / 

Mr. Tatziamy. A little over a tenth of a percent. 

Senator McNamara. A little over one-tenth of 1 percent ? 

Mr. Tautiamy. Rise in this year in the construction costs. 

Senator McNamara. Without knowing your standard, the figure 
meant nothing to me, so now 1 point means one one-hundred-and- 
sixty-ninth ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. All right. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

{ Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. The committee will be adjourned until 10 o’clock 
Wednesday. 

(Thereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, January 22, 1958.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 22, 1958 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLic Roaps, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Hon. Albert Gore (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Gore and Cotton. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

We will include in the record a letter which I have today received 
from Mr. Tallamy. 

(The letter follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
Washington, D. C., January 22, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR GorRE: On January 17, 1958, I testified before your subcommittee 
that it is estimated there will be a total of $752 million of unapportioned, deferred 
authorizations during the life of the highway trust fund. 

Enclosed herewith, for inclusion in the record of the hearings, is a table showing 
the details of this estimate. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator. 


Items contributing to net estimated deficit of $752 million for financing Interstate 
Highway program, - Seneeie 1958 


Millions 

1958 estimate of highway trust fund receipts_______- ii gored cigaseaebamedietiai $38, 707 
1957 estimate of highway trust fund receipts__.__-____~ i iabatessiuhscinecdictacersas en 
FROIN lai ais chon wa rica cenit aang cae academia isis iblepimagestes aac +174 


Estimated cost of legislative recommendations: 
2-cent aviation fuel tax ___- sds ines eel peel a aa a eee 305 





Treasury and Labor Departments administré ition she wieght agile etenmanrs 56 
Ap SIN oo Cede cncan cod casees sr onic alr cela ae 381 
Public-lands highways. ies ios cane dobaivaliOtaisintciases Gropemaaead weal Nee 25 
I ss descn Sasiics accion estes nein tee et A authinancioa ease eee ate 767 
Estimated cost of emergency relief, bridges over dams and adjustments 

BO EN ass tenis i as eer cabins map ire Sapna ial asics Gy cata stot aera i we hoa aa 159 
TOE oc db odak Bose Ses sss nigeling Totes mestnteidy With Sigel si anenaciialabeas 926 

OE GRTIIROOG Rik cain cS cdc cnecane anne nwibdeuceeaes 752 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, I hope that today we can conclude your 
marathon. From time to time I see a bulletin released by the Bureau 
of Public Roads as to highway construction, and I have learned that 
you refer to project miles ‘instead of actual miles of completed highway. 
Would it be possible, in order that the public be properly infor med, for 
you to include in those bulletins an additional item of actual mileage 
completed ¢ 


STATEMENT OF BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOMPANIED BY LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, 
UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE; AND F. C. TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Tattamy. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Gore. And could you supply that information to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. In anticipation that that question might be asked, I 
have it for you, Senator. 

Do you wish me to submit it for the record ? 

Senator Gore. Yes, let’s have it: not for the record, but for the 
public. The committee wants to be informed and feels some responsi- 
bility for providing some information for the public on this program. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Mr. Chairman, I have four tables. 

Senator Gore. Do you have extra tables for Senator Cotton and me? 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir: I do not have. I have four tables which I 
will submit for the record but which it might be desirable to describe, 
because they need a little interpretation. 


(The four tables follow :) 


Taste 1.—Type of Interstate System improvements—Projects authorized for 
advertising, July 1, 1956, through Dec. 31, 1957 


SUMMARY 


Type Total cost Federal] funds Miles 
Graded and drained earth road $203, 585, 083 | $176, 711, 021 945.5 
Temporary surface (grave] or low-type bituminous 18, 102, 601 15, 672, 191 105, 2 

High-type pavement (bituminous and portland cement 
concrete) 836, 871, 301 721, 755, 355 2, O56. 1 
Bridges. 671, 401, 572 580, 488, 320 68. 5 
Total 1, 729, 960, 557 |1, 494, 626, 887 3, 175.3 
Bridges Federal funds| Number of 

bridges 
Stream crossings $119, 623, 297 | $105, 134, 717 847 
Railroad separations 56, 394, 847 49, 266, 640 147 
Highway separations 279, 704, 940 242, 477, 289 1, 692 
Combinations 215, 678, 488 183, 609, 674 185 


ite | 671, 401, 572 580, 488, 320 2, 871 


ceapermepenne ie 
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TABLE 2.—Interstate System improvements—Mileage of high-type pavements au- 
thorized for advertising July 1, 1956, through Dec. 31, 1957, classified by num- 
ber of traffic lanes 


Number of trafiic lanes: Miles 
I sid i cashes ih ttle ie Mes ts sn oceania pelt sata le al op eas ue theat fetid 226. 2 
Te a ak ae 1, 694. 9 
OF MOG hbk caw wb ewan tnd so date eae nee A 135. 0 

MORGh .canaws i itl sap is Bebe baies tna rea Bi Gani nicks Spas: weak aad 2 2, 05 6. 1 


TABLE 3.—Type of Interstate System improvements—Projects completed July 1, 
1956, through Dec. 31, 1957 


Type Total cost Federal Miles 
funds 

Graded and drained earth road $35, 825, 445 $26, 865, 885 262. 9 

Temporary surface (gravel or low-type bituminous) 11, 259, 563 7, 333, 218 136. 2 
High-type pavement (bituminous and portland cement con- 

crete) , ea 158, 117,793 | 102,474,914 844.4 

Bridges ae iadddnt 64, 800, 907 42, 953, 281 | 11.7 

Total axuttes ; ve -----------| 270,003,708 | 179, 627, 298 | 1, 258. 2 


Tarte 4.—Interstate System improvements—Mileage of high-type pavements 
completed July 1, 1956, through Dec. 31, 1957, classified by number of traffic 
lanes 


Number of traffic lanes: Miles 
2 Re = rs #. * as a Sate aX ee a nS ee ee) eae 262. 0 

4 ae es i. bike SS sv ls es clin let a ae ct liga legacy Sb ace = COs 
6 or more__ : 2 se i sini ill a act ‘. Since’ 0 Ma 1 
Total__ : ¥ ee eons etna avaclibes acta 844. 4 


Mr. Tatuamy. The first table indicates- 

Senator Gore. Do you mean this new table needs more or less inter- 
pretation than the other one / 

Mr. Tattamy. They need a little interpretation insofar as the fig- 
ures are concerned. The last two tables refer to work completed since 
July 1, 1956, and which was started with the 1954 funds as well as 
the 1956 funds. The first two tables refer only to work started subse- 
quent to July 1, 1956, with 1954 and 1956 funds. 

Senator Corron. May Lask a question / 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. What about the toll roads, for instance, that were 
built by various States prior to this program on the routes? Do you 
touch on them at all in the table ? ‘ 

Mr. Tatnamy. Not in the table. But I think it is in the record. 
In any event, 2,100 miles of toll roads have been completed and are on 
the Interstate System, but they are not a part of this. 

Senator Corron. LI wanted to be sure they were or were not included 
in here. 

Mr. Tartamy. They are not included in these tables. 

The first column in the first table shows the total cost of the different 
items of work. 

The second column in the first table shows the Federal funds that 
are involved. 

The third column shows the miles that are under consideration. 








172 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


The first table shows these figures relating to the amount of work 
advertised for construction contracts from July 1, 1956, through De- 
cember 31, 1957. Included in this it shows that the graded and 
drained earth roads involve a total cost of $203 million, and 945 center- 
line miles. 

The next item is temporary surface, gravel, or low-type bituminous 
surfacing, provided for temporary use of traffic so that traffic may 
use the route while it is under construction, or possibly use it during a 
wintertime period prior to the initiation of actual paving work. T hat 
item involves $18,102,000, in round figures, $15 million in Federal 
funds, and 105 miles. 

Also included are the high-type payments. The bituminous and 
portland cement concrete, the finished typeof payment. This involves 
a total cost of $837 million in round figures, $721 million of Federal 
funds, and a total mileage of 2,056. 

Also, bridges involve $671 million in total cost, $580 million of Fed- 

eral funds, and 68 miles, centerline miles, of — or a total, of all of 
aaa items, of $1,730 million in round figures, at a total Federal cost 
of $1,494 million, with a mileage, centerline, of 3,175. 

Also included in this table is information relating to the number 
of bridges and the classification of bridges. It shows that we have 
847 stream bridges involving a total cost of $119 million; railroad 
crossings, 147, involving | $56 million; highway separations, 1,692, 
involving a total cost of $ 3280 million; and the combinations of struc- 
tures—there may be a combination of stream and highway crossing, 

— ad, and highway crossing—185, involving a cost of $215 million, 
a total of 2,871 bridges, with a total cost of $671 million. 

"The second table relates to the mileage of high-type pavement that 
is referred to in the first table, which shows 2,056 miles advertised for 
construction contracts. This second table shows that of this mileage 
there are 226 miles of 2-lane roadway; there are 1,695 miles of 4-lane 
roadway; and 135 miles of 6 or more lanes, making the total of 
2,056 miles. 

The next two tables have to do with improvements which have 
been completed—contracts actually completed—from July 1, 1956, 
through December 31, 1957: Some of this work was advanced prior 
to July 1, 1956, with 1954 authorized funds. But it has been completed 
since July 1, 1956. 

We have graded and drained earth roads involving 263 miles at a 
total cost of $35,825,000. Then temporary surface, gravel road, for 
carrying traffic pending further construction, 136 miles, at a total 
cost of $11,259,000. And the high-type pavement—the finished pave- 
ment, bituminous or portland cement concrete—844 miles, involving a 
cost of $158 million in round figures, and 11 miles of bridges involving 
a cost of $64,800,000, or a total of 1,255 miles at a total cost of 
$270 million. 

Of these miles there were 844 which were completed to a high-type 
of surface. That 844 miles is broken down into 2-, 4-, and 6- lane con- 
struction in table 4. It shows that there are 262 miles of 2-lane roads, 
550 miles of 4-lane roa: ls, and 32 miles of 6 or more, making a total 
of 844 miles. 

Senator Gore. Is this completed mileage on the Interstate System 
in consequence of the 1956 act ? 
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Mr. Tatiamy. The 1,255 includes mileage that was authorized by 
the 1954 act and the 1956 act, both. 

Senator Gore. The figure that I am trying to elicit 

Mr. Tattamy. Of course the 1954 act funds were transferred to the 
trust fund. All of these are out of the trust fund. 

Senator Gore. What I am trying to elicit from you, now that the 
1956 act is nearly 2 years old, is, What actual mileage has been com- 
pleted and available for the public under the 1956 act , 

Mr. Tattamy. I will have to get a further breakdown of this figure, 
because you don’t like project miles. There are 335 project miles that 
have been completed. I will have to break that down for you into 
these categories that I have the others in. 

Senator Gore. It is not that I dislike the term “project miles.” I 
think it misleads the public when we speak of 300 miles of completed 
Interstate Highway. Merely bulldozing the bushes out of the way 
is not completing a highway. And yet you list that as a completed 
project mile. 

Mr. Tatutamy. We will obtain that information for you and submit 
it for the record. There are 335 miles. I would think that a sub- 
stantial majority of that would be surfaced mileage and a small 
amount of it, relatively, for the grading and drainage. But I will 
have to verify that. 

Senator Gore. Wouldn't anyone in the vast staff of the Bureau of 
Public Roads be able to come up with that knowledge ? 

Mr. Tattamy. We have it on IBM cards. Of course there are thou- 
sands of projects. We have it all on IBM cards. But it isa matter of 
the time required to run those cards through the machine. We can get 
it for you; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC Roapbs, 
Washington, January 31, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR GORE: In response to your request at the subcommittee hearings 
on January 22, 1958, I am furnishing the enclosed tables relating to the mileage 
of interstate construction projects completed between July 1, 1956, and December 
31,1957, which were awarded to contract during the same period. 

The data in the first of the enclosed tables show a total of 334.9 miles of such 
projects completed during this period, of which 228.2 miles were financed from 
1956 act funds and 106.7 miles from 1954 and prior act funds unobligated on 
July 1, 1956, and carried forward by the 1956 act for Interstate System work to 
be paid out of the highway trust fund. These totals include 194.7 miles of high- 
type pavement completed, of which 136.5 miles were financed from 1956 act 
funds and 58.2 miles from 1954 and prior act funds. 

The 194.7 miles of high-type pavement included 158.6 miles of 4-lane pavement 
and 10.0 miles of 6-lane pavement. The remaining 26.1 miles were 2-lane pave- 
ments. A breakdown of these totals, showing mileages of each width group, 
financed from 1956 act funds and from 1954 and prior act funds is shown in the 
second table enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator. 
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Mileage of interstate construction projects completed between July 1, 1956, and 
Dec. 31, 1957, which were awarded to contract during the same period 


| 1954 and 1956 act | 
Type prior act funds Total 
funds ! 

Graded and drained earth road 28.7 88. 4 117.1 
Temporary surface (gravel or low-type bituminous) 19.3 7 20.0 

High-type pavement (bituminous and portland cement 
concrete) é 58. 2 136. 5 194.7 
Bridges... 5 2.6 3.1 
Total 5 106. 7 228. 2 334.9 


1 Prior act funds unobligated on July 1, 1956, and carried forward by the 1956 Highway Act for interstate 
highway work to be paid out of trust fund. 


Mileage of high-type payments for construction projects completed hetween 
July 1, 1956, and Dec. 31, 1957, which were awarded to contract during the 
same period, classified by number of traffic lanes 


Mileag« 
Number of traffic lanes 
1954 and prior|1956 act funds Total 
act funds ! 
fe 12.2 13.9 26.1 
4. 416.0 112.6 158. f 
6 or more. _. 10.0 10.0 
Total 58. 2 136.5 194.7 


' Prior act funds unobligated on July 1, 1956, and carried forward by the 1956 Highway Act for interstate 
highway work to be paid out of trust fund. ‘ 
Senator Corron. When you refer to this three-hundred-and-some- 
odd miles, do you mean roads, whatever its progress is, roads that at 
the present time can be used, and that traffic is on them ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I think the majority of it can be, but some of it might 
not be because it might be a project mile for grading and drainage 
only, which would not be passable for the ordin: ry motorist. 

Senator Corron. And some of it might be off where you are not fol- 
lowing the old road and it couldn’t be used even if it were completed 
because it doesn’t go through, it doesn’t get anywhere; is that right ? 

Mr. Tatiramy. That isa possibility, too; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I believe the term you used for an actual completion 
and cutting of the ribbon is “facility mile.” Isthat right? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is an acceptable term. I don’t believe that the 
Bureau of Public Roads has used it, but it is a recognized term. 

Senator Gore. I thought it originated with the Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

Mr. Tatuamy. My staff advised me that it has been used by the 
Bureau. I did not know so. And I think it is in only one report. 
But it is an acceptable term; yes, sir, regardless of who uses it. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, I read w ith considerable consternation 
that you suggested, on the day before yesterday in a speech at the road- 
builders’ convention, a 20-year stretchout of the Interstate System. If 
that be true I must strongly resist that suggestion. This program 
is designed to meet its purposes, to construct in 13 years a System of 
Interstate and National Defense Highways adequate to handle the 
traffic problems of 1975. If we strete +h it out to a 20- year program, it 
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will be thrown out of balance and in my opinion the highways would 
be inadequate and outdated before they were completed. 

I hope that you can give some assurance to the committee that you 
were misunderstood in that suggestion. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Senator, I reported to the Road Builders’ Associa- 
tion merely ae the existing law and the proposals for its adjustment 
would do. I did not make any recommendations one way or another. 
I presented for the knowledge of everybody there the situation, the 
same as I presented to the committee. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean by proposals for its adjustment ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Proposals for the use of trust funds for forest high- 
ways and public land highways, and for certain administrative ex- 
penses of the Labor and Treasury Departments and also the elimina- 
tion of the aviation gas tax from the trust fund. I didn’t go into 
the details of those things as I have mentioned them now, but I pointed 
out that under the existing legislation, under the provision of the 1956 
act which requires us not to create obligation in excess of the trust fund, 





Senator Gore. In the President’s budget ? 

Mr, Tatiamy. In the budget. (Continuing.) That it would re- 
quire a 20-year program. That is all I said. 

Senator Gort, Mr. Tallamy, I believe that I will venture the sug- 
gestion that this subcommittee would like to work in closest harmony 
with the Bureau of Public Roads. In this desire it would expect the 
Administrator of the Bureau of Public Roads, however, to be an ad- 
vocate of the development of this system on time, and on schedule, 
adequately and efficiently. It would hope that he would not lend 
his support and voice and encouragement to further diversions from 
the trust fund and to an uneconomic, costly, unnecessary, and unrea 
sonable stretchout of the program. 

Senator Cotton ¢ 

Senator Corron. I just want to get clear in my mind, Mr. Tallamy: 
Under the Byrd amendment, I believe, it is a matter of law, isn’t it, 
that you can only build the highway as the money comes in the trust 
fund ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. Laying aside for the moment the matter of divert- 
ing funds from the trust fund, the law as it is now written, if the 
cost of highway building per mile increases or continues to increase, 
and the law remains as it is written, automatically the time might be 
extended. Am I right? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. In other words, if you can only build roads as the 
money comes into the trust fund, and every month the cost is going 
up, no one can control its taking 15, 16, 17, or 20 years if conditions 
happen toso dictate. Is that right? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct under the law, 

Senator Corron. I assume the chairman’s question involved the di- 
version of funds for other purposes. 

Did you make any recommendation in your speech about the diver- 
sion of funds from the trust fund ? 

Mr. Tattamy, I made no recommendation at all. I just presented 
what the facts would be, and what they would produce. 
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Senator Corron. How much of this possibility that it would be 
stretched out 20 years was based on the diversion of funds and how 
much on the increased cost of building it per mile, working under the 


restriction that you can only build roads as you get money to pay for 


them ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The diversion factor represents about a half year in 
the stretchout. The rest of it is the result of increased costs. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. As a matter of fact, the President has proposed a 
diversion of $68 million next year, which I understand you support, 
and even that much diversion over a 20-year period would amount 
to $1,360 million. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Secretary Rothschild. 

Mr. Roruscuimp. About half of the so-called diversion—and I am 
not sure that this is the right word for it—is attributable to the re- 
designation of the funds now being collected from airplane operators 
to a more likely place, perhaps, than the highway fund, and that will 


decrease over the years. It starts out at about $32 million for 1959, 


and will decrease to about half that amount because of the fact that 
many of the airplanes will be using a type of fuel which is not gaso- 
line and which, therefore, under present law, would not be con- 
tributing to that fund. 

Senator Gore. There is no requirement that you use my word “di- 
version.” Do you think of a better word, a more descriptive term ‘ 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I think in the case of the gasoline tax on air 
vehicles that reassignment of funds is perhaps a better term because 
the money is not lost to the Federal Government; it continues to come 
in and it would simply be assigned to other expenditures rather than 
to this one in the interests of fairness, perhaps. 

Senator Gore. In other words, if you continue to aim at a pretense 
of a balanced budget by inv: ading the highway trust fund, we can call 
it “reassignment of money’ rather than “diversion” from the trust 
fund ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Well, it would seem in fairness and in equity, 
those people who pay money for the use of airplanes, should be 
credited with that money toward the establishment of air facilities, 
rather than highway facilities. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton—— 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And you will recall that all the money that is to 
be spent on forest highways and public lands highways, still goes 
for highways. That is no diversion from highway building. 

Senator Gore. I didn’t say it was diversion from highway build- 
ing. Heretofore Congress has appropriated money from the general 
fund for the construction of forest highways, and the general fund 
has received far more, perhaps at the ratio of 3 to 1, receipts from the 
national forests than the money it has spent on development of forest 
highways. 

Of course, the construction of forest highways is a needed function, 
but we have heretofore appropriated from the general fund. And 
that brings up a point which I wanted to call to your attention, Sen- 
ator Cotton. Since 1916 the Congress has appropriated from the 
general fund for the construction of highways. If the Congress really 
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intends, and if the administration really desires to see this program 
constructed on schedule, then the administration and the Congress 
can proceed to supply whatever deficienc y may occur in the trust fund 
by appropriations from the general fund. There is nothing in the 
law which requires that these highways be constructed only from 
the highway trust fund. 

Neither is there anything in the law which prevents the Congress 
from supplying any temporary deficiency which may exist in_the 
highway trust fund. But what we have is an administration which 
is ‘talking about a 20-year stretchout and proposing a $68 million 
annual diversion of the funds, and at the same time talking about how 
necessary it is to build highw ays. It seems to me that the two posi- 
tions are not quite on all fours. 

Senator Corron. In view of the fact that the chairman addressed 
that to me, I would like to say this: I didn’t intend by my question 
to get into the matter of the so-called diversion or reallocation, re- 
assignment of funds at all. I think that when the committee goes 
into session to consider these matters we can well thrash out the 
viewpoint of this committee on that point. As far as I am concerned 
I am not prepared at this moment and I am not entirely sure just 
how far I want to go with the recommendations on that line. 

My question was confined merely to this point, because I think the 
chairman entirely unintentionally—because there is no chairman on 
this Hill more fair than you are, sir—— 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Senator Corron. Indicated by his question that the witness, Mr. 
Tallamy, was talking about stretching a 13-year program to 20 years 
on the matter of diversion of funds, and because of the recommenda- 
tions of the present administration, whereas I wanted to bring out the 
fact and what I thought was the fact, that most of that suggested ex- 
tension—which was merely a statement of Mr. Tallamy of how it 
would work if the law remained unchanged—was the result of the 
fact that we can only spend the money as it comes in, and the cost of 
highways are going up. I certainly didn’t intend to indicate that 
this C ongress could not change the law or make contributions. In 
fact, I am inclined to agree with the chairman that some steps ought 
to be taken if conditions permit—and I want to emphasize that, if con- 
ditions in the matter of our budget and our defense and national se- 
curity permit, we should take some steps to protect this system from 
being prolonged too long, on the theory that a road that is only half 
built doesn’t bri ing in mue +h revenue and isn’t very useful. 

It is just like building half of a Panama Canal. Frankly, I feel 
that. we have to proceed rather cautiously on that. I did want to 
bring out that my question didn’t involve what the chairman appar- 
ently assumed it did. 

Senator Gore. I think the national interest requires that this system 
of interstate and defense highways be constructed on schedule, and 
I shall wage a relentless battle to make whatever appropriations are 
necessary, to suggest whatever legislation is necessary, repeal the Byrd 
amendment or what not, to bring to completion this system of high- 
ways in the 13-year period, adequate for traffic in 1975. 

If we fail to do that, then we fail in the basic objectives of the act. 
If we permit a 20-year stretchout, then we have aborted the whole 
program in its original concept. 
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Senator Corron. May I say this to the chairman: If the law re- 
mains the same and Congress passed a law, and neither Mr. Tallamy 
nor anyone else is responsible except Congress, if the law remains the 
same and the Byrd amendment is not changed or some other contribu- 
tion made, neither Mr. Tallamy nor Secretary Weeks nor Secretary 
Rothschild nor anybody else can prevent this thing being stretched 
out if things continue the way they are now, and I would think that 
20 years was a fairly conservative estimate. It could go 25 years. 

The point that the chairman has in mind, I am not sure that I go 
along with him entirely, and I wish that Senator Kuchel were here 
because he was very much incensed the other day when I raised this 
point. Iam proud, of this highway program. I think it is highly im- 
portant. I think it is important to the future of this country that we 
have modern highways. It is the livelihood of the country. They are 
the arteries that commerce goes over, and they mean much to our 
development. 

But we are going to have, in the next few months, some decisions to 
make. There are some of us in Congress who don’t want the fact that 
sputnik flashed across the skies to force us into a policy of deficit 
spending. And whether the administration suggests it or not isn’t 
going to make much difference to me. 

I admire the chairman’s devotion to this program and I share it. 
But the fact remains, as I understand it, that all Mr. Tallamy was 
doing, he wasn’t being disloyal to the program or disloyal to the proj- 
ect, he was just telling what the facts are, and if the facts are that 
under the present situation it is going to take 20 or 25 years to com- 
plete it, we just have to get t down to brass tacks in this committee 
and decide whether we are going to permit that to happen or whether 
we are going to change the law. 

Senator Gore. I am ready to get down to brass tacks right now. 

Senator Corron. You can if I get out of the way. 

Senator Gore. I want the support of Mr. Tallamy and the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Mr. Roruscatip. Mr. Chairman, before Senator Cotton leaves, it 
might be well to point out that the 20 years that Mr. Tallamy has been 
referring to in his testimony today and in his talk before the road- 
builders, is to be compared not with the 13-year number, but with the 
16-year maeeaner which was made necessary by the Byrd amendment. 

Therefore, we are talking now in terms of a 4-year stretchout. Ac- 
cording to Mr. Tallamy this morning, one-half year of that 4-year 
stretchout can be charged to the part of the operation which you char- 
acterize as diversion. 

Senator Gore. According to the estimated schedule of Interstate 
apportionments which you have furnished the committee, Mr. Tal- 
lamy, the first deficiency in the trust fund would occur in 1960? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. I find that if we stop now this diversion from the 
highway trust fund, the prospective deficiency in 1960 would be 
greatly reduced. Therefore, it seems to me that the time to stop the 
20-year stretchout is now; stop the diversion from the highway trust 
fund. If funds are diverted from the trust fund each year from now 
until 1960, then a greater appropriation from the general fund would 
be necessary in order to restore the integrity of the fund and make it 
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adequate to meet the schedule. And that, I am sure, will be the posi- 
tion of this subcommittee. 

Furthermore, I would like to point out, it is my belief that if the 
highway transportation industry can be given assurance that the Con- 
gress and the administration intend and are determined to complete 
this system on schedule, then the estimate, the present estimate of 
revenues may be found entirely too low. 

If the highway transportation industry can plan with confidence 
on the completion of this system on schedule, the traffic, the volume of 
traffic, the horsepower of the vehicles, and the fuel consumption may 
greatly exceed present estimates. If, however, they are rendered 
uncertain and apprehensive about 20-year strete shouts and even 25- -year 
stretchouts of the program, the actual revenues may fall below present 
estimates. 

Am I justified in that view, in your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. I think that the estimates of traffic are conservative, 
and I do believe that the sooner the system is completed the higher the 
revenues will be. 

Senator Gore. I have expressed my views enough. You and Sec- 
retary Rothschild may proceed to reply or make any explanation of 
your position or the position of the administration. I just hope that 
you and this committee can have teamwork in the completion of this 
program on schedule, and that you will request the Budget Bureau 
for approval of appropriations necessary to restore the integrity and 
deficit of the highway-trust fund in any year in which it might 
occur, and that we can plan and program this system on schedule. 

Mr. TaruAmy. I might point out, Mr. Chairman, that this year we 
will have to apportion only $1.6 billion as compared to $2.2 billion as 
a result of the amendment to the original legislation, as I understand 
it, of the 1956 act which required that we do not create obligations in 
excess of the funds in the trust fund. 

Senator Gorr. Let me ask Secretary Rothschild, and maybe this 
may be more properly addressed to him. 

Did the Department of Commerce request an appropriation to the 
trust fund of an adequate amount to meet the 1959 apportionment ? 

Mr. Roruscuirip. The Department requested and approved a re- 
quest for all of the funds available to be apportioned under the law. 

Senator Gore. That was not my question. 

Did the Department of Commerce 1 request approval by the Bureau of 
the Budget and recommendation by the President, of an appropria- 

tion from the general fund in an amount sufficient to permit appor- 
tionment of an adequate amount to meet the 1956 Interstate Highway 
schedule ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I would have to check that before I could answer 
it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. TatuAmy. I was just wondering. 1959 apportionment; was 
that your question ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. You just told the subcommittee that accord- 
ing to your schedule, had funds been available you would have ap- 
portioned $2.2 billion. 

Mr. 'Tatitamy. $1.6 billion for the year 1960. The apportionment 
would be made this year for the fiscal year 1960. 
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Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. The 1956 act provides that apportionments cannot 
be made beyond receipts. 

Senator Gore. That is true, but the law does not in any way pro- 
hibit the Congress from providing additional receipts from the gen- 
eral fund or otherwise. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And your question was, Had the executive made 
such a request of the Congress ? 

Senator Gore. No. My question was whether the Department of 
Commerce, with administrative responsibility for this program, had 
requested the President to recommend to the Congress the provision 
of additional revenues by appropriation or otherwise in order that 
the schedule recommended to the Congress by the President and by the 
Bureau of Public Roads could be met. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We did not, Mr. Chairman, and the reason, at 
least one of the reasons therefore, is this: That the Department, and 
I think the whole executive branch, feel that the Congress in its great 
wisdom passed one of the finest pieces of legislation for which it has 
been responsible in the 1956 act, and that this act not only made pro- 
vision for a huge system of highways but at the same time saw to it 
that that system was to be funded as it went along. 

Senator Gore. Without diversion. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is one of the soundest operations that the 
Congress has ever provided for. 

Senator Gore. Then I wish you would comply with it. The law 
doesn’t put all highway-user taxes into the trust fund. It only puts 
part of them. And there is no mention in the law whatsoever, no 
prohibition against the provision of additional revenue. 

I think we may as well meet this test this year. Are we going to 
have an Interstate Highway System, or are we not? If we are not, 
we shouldn’t mislead the public that they are going to get highways 
for which they are paying. 

Mr. Roruscurixp. I take it it is Mr. Tallamy’s purpose in mention- 
ing this to the roadbuilders the other day to get it on the public record 
so that the public would be aware of the possibilities of what might 
happen. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy can speak for himself. 

You may proce eed, Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tauuamy. I think I might say that Mr. Rothschild is right, 
that I did present the situation “that prevails under the existing legis- 
lation and under the new estimate of costs and proposed legislation 
for the purpose of making everybody aware of what the situation is, 
which I a was the r ight oes to do. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, agree that everybody should be 
aware of what the situation is. think the exchanges that we have 
had here this morning are a process of developing what the situa- 
tion is. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I agree. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Mr. Chairman, I haven’t anything further to present 
to the committee. I would be very happy to answer any questions. 
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Senator Gore. Would you respond to the letter which I included 
in the record from a reporter from the Cleveland Plain Dealer? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would be very happy to submit it for the record. 
Do you mean submit it for the record ? 

Senator Gore. If you are not prepared to do it except in that way, 
that would be quite all right. 

Mr. Tautamy. I have forgotten what the questions are. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
Washington, D. C., February 11, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT E. Gore, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR GORE: In reply to your request during the recent hearings on the 
Federal-aid highway program, I am pleased to submit to the subcommittee my 
comments on questions raised by a reporter of the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 

First, it may be helpful to those reading the record of these hearings, if I 
review briefly some of the background information relative to the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 specified that the Interstate System was 
to be constructed in accordance with standards to be adopted by the American 
Association of State Highway Officials and approved by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

The geometric and construction standards adopted and approved in accordance 
with the statute include this guiding principle: 

“All interstate highways shall meet the following minimum standards. Higher 
values which represent desirable minimum values, a device used in previous 
interstate standards, are not shown because it is expected that designs will 
generally be made to values as high as are commensurate with conditions, and 
values near the minimums herein will be used in design only where the use of 
higher values will result in excessive cost. In determination of all geometric 
features, including right-of-way, a generous factor of safety should be employed 
and unquestioned adequacy should be the criterion.” 

Accordingly, latitude is permitted the States to select values for geometric 
standards that are higher than the bare minimum and most of them have done 
so in one or more of the criteria that affect economy of vehicle operation and 
safety, such as degree of curvature, rate of grades, widths of medians, shoulders, 
and bridges. 

In reviewing the geometric standards proposed by the States, the Bureau of 
Public Roads considers the effect they have on individual projects and opposes 
the use of values which would result in excessive cost. While the Bureau does 
not approve such projects, it does encourage the States to be progressive and 
to provide highways which will efficiently meet future needs, be reasonable in 
both first and annual cost, and provide maximum safety for the highway user. 

In 1957, I personally met with engineers of the Ohio Department of Highways 
and the Bureau, in relation to the standards used in that State for the Interstate 
System. Ohio has not adopted the lowest standards possible and still pass 
Interstate Highway design criteria; instead, and in accordance with the AASHO 
design policy, it is endeavoring to secure the best system possible commensurate 
with sound engineering and modern design principles. The Ohio Department 
of Highways has, of course, assured us that sound engineering judgment will 
be given to every project and that standards above the minimum will be cut 
in the event they should result in excessive costs. 

On the basis of my experience in the design, construction. and operation of 
the New York Thruway, and a good many miles of other express highways 
in New York State, I also endorse another principle expressed in the standards 
adopted by the AASHO, as follows: 

“All known features of safety and utility should be incorporated in each design 
to result in a National System of Interstate and Defense Highways which will 
be a credit to the Nation.” 

In my opinion, the standards being followed by the Ohio Department of High- 
Ways are in accord with both the letter and the intent of the standards approved 
for use on the Interstate System. 
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As to the specific questions asked by the reporter, the first has to do with a 
statement attributed to Mr. Arthur C. Butler, director of the National Highway 
Users’ Conference at a meeting in Columbus, Ohio. 

Mr. Butler was quoted as saying: 

“We understand that a few States may elect to pay more than 10 percent of 
the cost of their Interstate Highways in order to include features that are above 
Federal standards.” 

The questions to me based on this statement were: Will you please name those 
States to which Mr. Butler referred? How much more, percentagewise, will 
those States be asked to pay? 

Answer: I have no knowledge of any States which are planning their highway 
work in accordance with this principle. Some States may occasionally add some 
feature of construction in connection with Interstate Highways with full know] 
edge that such items do not qualify for Federal participation. For example, if 
a 36-inch storm sewer was sufficient to carry Interstate Highway drainage, we 
would not pay for a 72-inch sewer made necessary by discharging water from 
the grounds of a State institution. The increased cost of the larger sewer would 
have to be borne entirely by the State. 

Question No. 2 concerns a statement that the standards for Ohio freeways are 
higher than those in other States and inquires as to whether those higher 
standards are justified. 

Answer: In my opinion, and in the opinion of the Bureau’s engineering staff, 
the standards adopted for freeways in Ohio are justified and are in accordance 
with the standards approved for projects on the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways. 

Question No. 3 inquires that if the standards adopted for freeways in Ohio 
are justified, why does not the Bureau of Public Roads insist that other States 
likewise adopt standards higher than those prescribed by the AASHO. 

Answer: There is no need to change the standards of the AASHO. They pre 
scribe standards higher than the minimums indicated and nearly every State is 
using design standards in one or more categories that are higher than the floor 
values placed under the geometric designs by the AASHO. The Bureau of 
Public Roads encourages States to make adequate as well as economic designs 
but it does not have authority to direct any State highway department to adopt 
standards higher than the minimum. 

Question No. 4 refers to results of an inquiry directed to seven State highway 
departments as to the freeway standards being used in those States. This sur- 
vey was said to indicate that the design standards of these seven States were not 
as high as the design standards used in Ohio. The specific question was, “Has 
the Bureau of Public Roads made a survey of design standards in the 48 States 
to find out what is being planned for the Interstate System?” 

Answer: The Bureau has made a survey of design standards in all States and 
is fully familiar with the plans being developed by the State highway depart- 
ments for projects on the Interstate System. They are shown in the 49 volumes 
of reports on the estimate of cost for completing the Interstate System of High 
ways transmitted to the Congress on January 7, 1958, by the Secretary of Com 
merce. 

Each State report eentains typical cross sections giving the geometric dimen 
sions of the highways for which cost estimates were prepared. The division engi- 
neers of the Bureau of Public Roads within each State worked with the State 
highway departments in the preparation of this estimate, and upon its completion 
both the Bureau and the State engineers jointly signified their approval thereof. 
Following such approval, the estimate was transmitted to the appropriate Bureau 
regional office where it was studied for proper application of the geometric 
standards adopted by the AASHO and approved by the Commissioner of Public 
Roads for the Secretary of Commerce. 

After review at the regional offices, the estimates were sent to the Office of 
Engineering of the Bureau of Public Roads in Washington where they were 
again studied in detail by engineers of that Office and by another team of engi 
neers brought into Washington from the various field offices of the Bureau. In 
consequence of these reviews, the engineers of the Bureau are. of course, thor- 
oughly familiar with the specific standards used by the various States in making 
these estimates. It is the opinion of the engineers of the Bureau that the 
standards applied by the State highway departments in the preparation of the 
cost estimates, as well as in the preparation of plans for specific construction 
projects, are within the standards adopted by the AASHO for the Interstate 
System. 
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Question No. 5 asks that if the Bureau of Public Roads has made a survey of 
the standards being used by the State highway departments, could the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer have a copy of that information. 

Answer: Many engineering studies have been made and much data with regard 
to the design standards are in the records of the Bureau of Public Roads and of 
the State highway departments. However, these data are not available for 
general distribution and popular use such as requested by the reporter because of 
their sheer bulk and because of the technical knowledge necessary to give proper 
interpretation. 

Question No. 6 asked, “Would the Bureau of Public Roads be prepared to 
recommend that the AASHO adopt higher design criteria?” 

Answer: Again it may be said that the standards adopted by the association 
in 1956 are satisfactory, provided that the State highway departments give full 
consideration to the statements contained in the general provisions*of those 
standards which were quoted in the earlier part of this letter. 

Questions No. 7 and No. 8 ask that if 3 to 5 percent grades and horizontal 
curves of 5° or more are good enough for the AASHO and other States, why are 
not these values good enough for Ohio? 

Answer: It should be recognized that the minimum values set for rates of 
grade and degree of horizontal curvature in the standards adopted by the AASHO 
are nationwide in application and must contain values in keeping with the topo- 
graphic conditions of the entire Nation. The steeper rates of grades and higher 
degrees of horizontal curvature are necessarily applied in mountainous areas. 
Ohio is not a mountainous State and therefore, rates of grade and degree of 
horizontal curvature required in the mountains are not applicable there on a 
general basis, but in specific instances are used where to do otherwise would gen- 
erate excessive costs. 

Question 9 asks whether an eight-lane ‘“dual-dual” freeway is justified where 
the 1957 traffic will approximate 35,000 vehicles per day. 

Answer: Eight traffic lanes to accommodate a total daily traffic of 35,000 
vehicles may be adequate or more than adequate depending upon the roadway 
and traffic conditions. The practical capacity of a 12-foot traffic lane of a multi- 
lane freeway as measured by numbers of vehicles per hour is given in the follow- 
ing table. It varies from a high of 1,500 per hour for traffic made up solely of 
passenger car operating at speeds of 30-35 miles per hour on level grade to a low 
of 630 per hour for traffic made up of 80 percent passenger cars and 20 percent 
trucks operating at speeds of 45-50 miles per hour on grades of from 1 to 3 
percent. Operating speeds are safe driving speeds experienced during periods of 
high traffic volumes. Higher driving speeds are experienced during periods of 
medium or low traffic volumes, 


Lane design capacities * 


Design capacity, average per 12-foot lane in U. P. H. for— 


Freeways in urban | Freeways in suburban | Freeways in rural areas 


Percent of trucks during peak areas (30-35 miles per areas (35-40 miles per | (45-50 miles per hour) 
hour hour) hour) 

Level Rolling Level | Rolling Level Rolling 

terrain terrain terrain | terrain terrain terrain 


0 1, 500 1, 590 1, 200 1, 200 | 1, 000 1, 000 

10 1, 360 1, 160 1, 090 920 910 | 770 

20 1, 250 940 1, 000 750 830 630 
} 


1 Sources: A Policy on Geometric Design of Rural Highways, p. 91, and A Policy on Arterial Highways 
in Urban Areas, p. 125, American Association of State Highway Officials. 


The flow of traffic on most highways fluctuates in volume on different days, 
and on any one day during the early morning and late afternoon, there generally 
is a surge or high peak in the traffic. Highway capacity should be provided to 
permit the high-peak traffic volumes to flow at reasonable speeds without 
congestion or delays. 

For example, if in a specific case of 35,000 vehicles per day Ohio should 
determine that one-sixth of the total annual average daily traffic would be 
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expected to use a highway during the design peak hour and that 60 percent of 
this hourly volume would be traveling in 1 direction, then the computed ‘traffic 
35, 000 





in 1 direction in 1 hour would be 


the table on the preceding page and selecting a capacity value of 1,500 vehicles 
per lane per hour, it can be seen that 3 lanes in 1 direction would be adequate. 
If we should use for this purpose a value of 1,090 vehicles per lane per hour 
representing the tabular value for 10 percent trucks in a suburban area on level 
terrain then 4 lanes would be adequate using the same computation method. 
These values are not unusual in heavy industrialized areas such as around 
Cleveland and would not, therefore, be peculiar to Ohio. Peak hour character- 
istics like this are frequently encountered in areas having conditions similar 
to the Cleveland area. 

Exact balance between the capacity of the lanes constructed and the volume 
of traffic using these lanes is a rare occurrence, and it is obviously impossible to 
create such balance by the construction of partial-width lanes, such as 24% or 
3% lanes as indicated in the preceding example. 

As a practical and economical practice, the required number of lanes is pro- 
vided by stages. For example, under the first determination the construction 
might provide a 4-lane divided highway initially, with these lanes so placed 
and the structures and ramps so arranged that 4 additional lanes could be added 
at a later date to result in an 8-lane “dual-dual” freeway. Or 2 additional lanes 
could be added to result in a 6-lane divided freeway as a second stage of 
development, with 2 more lanes added later as a third stage to result in an &- 
lane divided freeway. In each event the additional capacity would be provided 
when the traffic volumes and other factors pertinent to the particular situation 
definitely warranted the expenditure of additional sums for the next stage of 
construction. 

I trust that the preceding discussion and the answers given to the specific 
questions are sufficient to answer your request. Please let me know if you would 
like additional information. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. D. TALLamy, 
Federal Highway Administrator. 


Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, Secretary Weeks said that the decision 
on the designation or suggestion of Interstate routes was made at the 
Secretary’s level. Information has come to me that the engineering 
staff of the Bureau of Public Roads had no knowledge of some of 
these designations or suggestions; that they were published not only 
without the knowledge ‘of certain State highway departments and 
certain governors of States, but made without the know ledge of the 
engineering staff of the Bureau of Public Roads. Would you respond 
to that ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Of course the engineering staff of the Bureau of 
Public Roads made a very extensive study and survey of this whole 
matter of allocation of the additional thousand miles and of the mil- 
lions that were saved as a result of finding more direct routes bet ween 
points of origin and destination of traffic on the Interstate System. 
Then, after they made that engineering analysis and recomme »ndations 
they submitted them to me for my consideration. After review, | 
approved them and submitted them to the Secretary. 

It may very well be that the Secretary made the announcement 
of his decision without announcing it to all the people in the Bureau 
of Public Roads that were associated with this project. But the en- 
gineering staff very definitely did develop the recommendations for 
me to submit to the Secretary, and I do know that he made the 
decision. 

Senator Gore. Did the engineering staff recommend the routes 
which were later decided upon by the Secretary ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, they did. 


— x 0.6=3,500 vehicles. Referring to- 


ee ee ne 
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Senator Gore. Did they recommend the specific routes which were 
decided, or did they recommend alternate routes which could be desig- 
nated or suggested / 

Mr. Tattamy. No, they recommended the specific routes. There 
was no alternate suggestion submitted. They were submitted to the 
Secretary as a definite recommendation by me, and I had the con- 
sidered opinion of my staff and we just recommended the specific 
routes, not all routes. 

Senator Gore. Are you sure that your engineering staff recom- 
mended each of these designati ions and suggestions ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Did they recommend them as having priority over 
other routes which the engineering staff had considered ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. They recommended them as the first routes which 
should be allocated or advanced or set aside for ultimate designation. 
They made no alternate suggestions. These were the specific routes 
that they recommended be either designated or set aside for ultimate 
designation in the event the States agreed. 

Senator Gore. Who is the head of | your engineering staff? 

Mr. Tattamy. Mr. Turner. He is chief engineer -of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, as well as Deputy Commissioner. 

Senator Gore. Secretary Rothschild, do you have any further state- 
ment to make ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, do you have any further statement 
to make? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No,sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, we will defer, for the time being, any 
further interrogation of the Bureau of Public Roads on the highway 
problems until the General Accounting Office makes a preliminary 
report on the cost estimate which is anticipated sometime in April. 

The subcommittee will schedule other hearings when the State 
highway officials, the Road Builders Association’ s spokesmen, and 
other people representing those who are interested in this program, 
will be given an opportunity to be heard. You will be asked to re- 
turn after we hear from the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Tautiamy. I will be very happy to. I may say that the General 
Accounting Office is working on the subject, and we will be very happy 
to cooperate with them fully. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Tallamy. 

The subcommittee stands in recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Thereupon, at 11:07 a. m., January 22, 1958, the subcommittee was 
adjourned, to reconvene at a time subject to call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1958 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p. m. in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, McNamara, Scott, Case, Kuchel, and 
Revercomb. 

Senator Gore. The meeting will come to order. We will hear first 
from M. C. R. MeMillan, chief commissioner of the South Carolina 
Highway Department and president of the American Association of 
State Highw: ay Officials. 

Mr. MeMill: aun. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. McMILLAN, CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF THE 
SOUTH CAROLINA HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, AND PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. McMinian. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen: My name is C. R. Me- 
Millan, and I am the chief highway commissioner of the State of 
South Carolina. I have the honor of appearing before you today 
as the president of the American Association of State Highway Of- 
ficials. As such, 1 am reporting to you officially for the State half 
of the historic State-Federal partnership that has so effectively built 
this Nation’s Federal-aid highways for over 40 years. 

We are proud of this partnership that has existed between the sev- 
eral State highway departments and the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads. That partnership concept must be maintained by all con- 
cerned if we continue to hold our present world advantage in high- 
way transportation. Anything that might subjugate the position 
of the State highway departments in this big road program could 
destroy the basic and tried roadbuilding agencies in this country. It 
is the State highway departments to which the Congress gave the 
big job in this enlarged highway program and we have the organiza- 
tions, the know-how and the ability to do it. We already existed 
and are the most experienced roadbuilding units in the world. We 
believe your action was proper. 

It is we who initiate projects, determine the location, develop the 
designs, hold public hearings, acquire rights-of-way, award the con- 
tracts and supervise construction. We must obtain public support 
and move the projects to construction promptly. 

Senator Gore. Mr. McMillan, as you know, I have insisted that 
the Bureau of Public Roads enter into the partnership and treat the 
partnership between the Federal Government and the State govern- 
ments on this road project with proper respect and consideration. 

22769—58 13 187 
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In the course of this hearing, the subcommittee will want to learn 
from you and the other State commissioners and governors how the 
States are performing their part of this partnership and what steps 
you can take to accelerate the program. 

We want to find out what a oe need broken, where the red- 
tape needs slicing; we not only want this program on schedule, but 
we want to accelerate the program to whatever extent reasonable 
and feasible in order to provide very needed economic stimulus. 

Now in the course of your statement, I take it you will make refer 
ence to that, but if you do not, then questions will be asked. 

Mr. McMimuan. Yes. Afterward we maintain and operate the 
facility at wholly State expense. 

Yes, collectively, it is the State highway departments who have the 
bigtask. Weappreciate your confidence in our ability. 

‘We wish to start this testimony by stating that we are on schedule 
now in advancing the highway program and are advanced to the de- 
gree, that unless some immediate c hanges are made in available Fed 
eral financ ing, the highway departments will actually have to cut our 
rate of handling the interestate program this next year. ‘The Bureau 
of Public Roads has given you a report on progress and of funds obli- 
gated. Weshall not repeat those figures. 

We collectively reached the annual rate of ob ligating interstate 
funds of $1.7 billion as of December 31, 1957, and we will reach an 
annual capacity of over $2 billion by June 30, of this year 

As title II of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 and trust fund 
receipts now stand, our 1960 fiscal year interestate apportionment will 
be cut to $1.6 billion and the 1961 apportionment to $1.4 billion instead 
of the original $2.2 billion as authorized and then increased gradually 
over the years as trust fund receipts increase. 

Senator Gore. Do you think this should be remedied by action of 
the Federal Government ? 

Mr. McMut1an. I think so, yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Well, so do I. 

Mr. McMitian. I think we are going to have some disappointed 
people if we don't. 

Senator Gore. All right. That is the action you say is necessary to 
keep the construction on schedule beginning next year / 

Mr. McMuttan. Yes, sir. Title I of the act, which sets up the an 
nual Interstate authorizations, and title 11, which sets up the financing 
are not definitely in agreement. Section 209 (g) of title II is the 
control and limits actual apportionments to the trust fund’s ability 
to satisfy obligations. 

Senator Gore. But there is no inhibition or prohibition in the law 
or otherwise to prevent accretions or additions to the trust fund / 

Mr. McMitian. No. 

Senator Gore. Either from newly dedicated revenue or from appro- 
priations / 

Mr. McMitian. No, sir., The case can be stated simply as follows: 

Title II financed the original interstate estimate in total term, but 
not in accordance with the annual authorizations of title I of the act 
of 1956. Title I provides for 13 annual interstate authorizations and 
title Il provides for 16 years of trust fund income, for a lag of 36 
months, whereas, actual calls on the trust fund are lagging the obliga- 
tions by only 24 months and current collective obligations by the States 
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are ahead of the 1958 fiscal year authorization by approximately 22 
percent. 

We wish to say the cutback in the program should not be considered. 
We need to keep the interstate highway program on its original con- 
struction schedule as authorized in title I of the act of 1956. 

The present economic condition of our country, a continuing long 
range expanding economy, and the national defense all dictate the 
need for keeping the road program on schedule. 

Of course, the new 1958 estimate of building the Interstate System 
increases the cost of building the same routes as contained in the 
original estimate by some 37 percent so, therefore, on a basis of money 
the top annual authorizations of $2.2 billion, as contained in the 1956 
act would have to be increased to approximately $3.1 billion. The 
highway departments have the capacity and ability to handle the 
program on that basis. We give you our assurance that we can and 
will do the job. 

Likewise, it is our opinion that the roadbuilding industry can easily 
handle the program. 

We, nor anyone else, cannot guarantee what the exact final cost of 
the Interstate System might be at the time of its completion. That 
would depend on future economic conditions and resulting effects on 
road costs and upon the final designated total interstate mileage, but 
we do believe our current section 108 (d) interstate cost estimate is 
accurate and suitable as a basis for making any necessary and desirable 
changes in the financing at this time that the Congress in its wisdom 
might enact to put the Interstate Highway construction program back 
on schedule. 

There should be no appreciable subsequent increases in the cost esti- 
mate due to geometric standards. The States now have a clear under- 
standing of the geometric design requirements for controlled-access 
highways for the traflic demands of the year 1975, and the estimates 
were made by the men best qualified to make them—men who are 
experienced in the way local weather, soils, vegetation, and available 
materials affect road design and performance. 

What we are going to say next should not be interpreted as an 
alibi in any form, but is only an explanation of facts pertaining to 
road work that is well understood by all highway engineers. 

The enlarged highway program is now a little over a year and 
one-half old. The State highway departments had a lot of wor oh to 
do before much progress could be seen by the public. That work has 
gone forward and progress has been good and we want to keep it 
good. We hope the program will not be cut back nor stretched out. 

Senator Gore. Now I think at least I agree with you in that state- 
ment and I believe the membership of this committee will agree with 
you. 

Are you going to tell us how you can get started this spring with 
more construction / 

Mr. McMitnan. Oh, yes. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

Mr. McMinn. It takes time to reorganize for and plan an in- 
creased activity. Location and economic studies require time. Public 
hearings require extensive time in many instances. During the final 
18 months of the program, the State highway departments ‘held 2.305 
public hearings. Some were simple—many are prolonged. Designs 
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must be completed before rights-of-way can be acquired. Rights- 
of-way are needed before grading work can be started. 

If the road is to function properly and not fall under traffic or 
entail excessive maintenance expenditures, grading construction must 
be done during the favorable and proper construction season. Grad- 
ing must be done before pavements can be laid. 

‘No State now points to shortage of personnel for location or design 
as a major problem in moving the program. Departments reorgan- 
ized to best utilize their engineering personnel for the additional 
workload. Practically all have turned to electronic computers and 
aerial photography to increase engineering production. Many aug- 
mented their own work forces by utilizing private consulting engi- 
neering firms on location and design work. 

We are over that hump now. The mental block that may have 
existed for some has vanished. The inertia has been overcome. Some 
States had more advanced planning done than others at the time the 
big program started. A few waited until the program was assured 
to start. Most States now have 3 or 4 years of design work done and 
in the future will do only an addition: al 1 year of prelimin: ry engi- 
neering at the time. No State is far enough behind to cause any 
delay in the simultaneous completion of the Interstate program. We 
are ready to roll. To have our apportionments cut back now will 
“ause Serious consequences. 

This coming construction season will see extensive construction on 
the interstate routes, with still more the next season, and reaching the 
peak the next season. 

That is, and always has been, the expected and normal schedule of 
constructing the Interstate System and will get the job done on sched- 
ule, if the necessary money is provided. 

We do not want a cutback or a stretchout of this road program to 20 
years any more than you do and hope that it does not come to pass. 

Senator Gore. Well, you say 20 years. I first accepted that 20-year 
suggested period as being what was proposed, but when I considered 
the entire 41,000-mile interstate network, I find it is nearer a 24- -year 
stretchout than 20. 

Mr. McMirtan. That is correct. We do not relish finishing a road 
system in 1977 or 1978 designed for the traffic requirements of the year 
1975. We are geared up to the original construction schedule. 

Senator Gore. Or if you add 4 years to that 

Mr. McMitxan. It would be 1980 or 1981. 

Senator Kucnet. I have some relevant questions on that point also. 
However, Mr. Chairman, I would just as soon save some of that 
discussion and see what the alternatives are. 

Senator Gore. I will comply with your thought. Thank you for 
the tap on the wrist. 

Mr. McMuxan. It is our opinion that the relative size of the en- 
larged road program has been greatly misunderstood and actually 
overrated by many people. 

The new interstate highway program superimposed on the normal 
ABC and State-financed road program does create the largest peace- 
time public works program ever undertaken, and it is of vital eco- 
nomic and defense importance to this Nation, but apparently it is not 
as large as many persons anticipated and that fact is causing misun- 
derstanding and dissatisfaction in some quarters. 
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It is our belief that many compared the Federal-aid road authori- 
zations of the 1956 act with those of the 1954 act and came to the con- 
clusion that the new program was to be several times larger than any 

° ‘ ® rt e 
previous road program. Such is not the case. They forget the 
amount of wholly State-financed road construction that has ‘always 
been carried on by the St: pe in addition to the Federal-aid road pro- 
gram. During the past ye this wholly State-financed road con- 
struction amounted to $1 billion, and is in addition to nearly another 
$1 billion in State funds spent for highway maintenance. 

In fact, under current financing arrangements, the interstate pro- 
gram will add only approximately 60 percent to the normal State 
highw: ay construction program, including matched ABC funds, and it 
will not be as large as the Federal-aid ‘ABC program. These facts 
may even come as a surprise to some of your committee. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this 
point { 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. When you use the figure here that the inter- 
state program will add only approximately 60 percent to the normal 
State highway construction program, do you mean for the country at 
large / 

Mr. McMitnan. For the country; yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. And it might be different in different States 

Mr. McMitian. Oh, yes, certainly it is different in different States. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you. 

Mr. McMitxian. At this time I would like to read the current policy 
statement of the association as developed by the administrative heads 
of the State highway departments at our recent annual meeting. 

It is as follows, and gives our official views on m: uny subjects which 
you are considering: 

The American Association of State Highway Officials reaffirms its confidence 
in the ability of the 40-year-old proven partnership of the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the several State highway departments to continue to build the 
Federal-aid highways authorized by the Congress. 

The State highway departments pledge their continuing cooperation to this 
partnership and subscribe to the historic and satisfactory arrangement whereby 
the States are primarily responsible for project initiation, location determina- 
tion, design, construction priority, the awarding of contracts, and the supervis- 
ing of contracts for Federal-aid highway projects without Federal statutory 
controls over these functions except as now are in force. The Federal-aid high- 
way program should be administered by and the Federal interest protected by 
the Bureau of Public Roads. In discharging its responsibility, the Bureau of 
Public Roads should continue to limit its official and direct contacts and consul- 
tations to officials of the State government. Construction on the various systems 
should be financed in the ratios set forth for the various Federal-aid systems 
in the Highway Act of 1956. 

Upon completion of a Federal-aid highway project, and in conformance with 
long-established practice, the State should have sole responsibility, at State ex- 
pense, of maintaining, policing, and operating the facility and there should be no 
Federal controls or conditions established relating to operation of the State high- 
Ways as a requirement for Federal participation in the cost of construction. 

It is of the utmost importance that the construction program be kept in balance 
for the various Federal-aid systems involved. Additional biennial authoriza- 
tions for the 1960 and 1961 fiscal years for the primary and secondary systems 
and urban extensions should provide annual incremental increases for each 
category and in an amount that the Congress deems justifiable in view of the 
need and of the total Federal funds available for highway purposes. 

The association agrees with the provisions of section 102 (a) of the Highway 
Act of 1956 as they relate to the percentage distribution of funds to the primary 
and secondary systems and urban extensions and as to the transfer provisions 
provided between these systems as set forth in section 102 (c). 
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The association endorses the Interstate System design standards as developed 
and adopted by the State highway departments and as approved by the Secre- 
tary of Commerce on July 17, 1956, in accordance with law. The control of ac- 
cess concept, as provided in the standards, is of the utmost importance in protect- 
ing the large investment being made in the Interstate System and in realizing 
the maximum efficiency, comfort, and safety for the public in that system. 

The association endorses the periodic Interstate System estimates as provided 
for in section 108 (d) of 1956 as an equitable and proper basis for the apportion- 
ing of Federal funds to the several States to achieve simultaneous construction 
and completion of the Interstate System in all States to adeauate standards. 

Apportionments in the full amounts of the congressional authorizations for 
all Federal domain roads should be made and utilized and additional authoriza- 
tions for the 1960 and 1961 fiscal years should not be less than those provided 
for the preceding biennial period. 

The association fully agrees with the concept that commercial services should 
not occupy highway rights-of-way. 

The association vigorously opposes the use of any trust fund moneys for any 
purposes other than to pay the cost of operating the Bureau of Public Roads and 
for making apportionments to the several States to pay for the acquisition 
of highway rights-of-way, for the construction of motor vehicle facilities and 
any appurtenant pedestrian facilities as might be indicated as necessary, and 
for planning and research purposes as now provided for by law. Trust fund 
moneys should not be used to reimburse utilities for moving installations from 
public rights-of-way that they are occupying by sufferance and at no cost to 
the utility. 

Adding mileage to the Interstate System at this time would result in the 
delay of the completion of transcontinental routes and would extend the pro- 
gram over a longer period of time, or would require an increase in motor user 
taxes, or would result in the dilution of design standards to the degree that the 
final product would be grossly inadequate for the Nation’s economy and defense 
needs. 

Controlling outdoor advertising along the Interstate System is desirable but 
it is a matter that should be handled by the individual States and not a subject 
for Federal legislation. Federal legislation in this field could establish a 
precedent for the Federal Government to become involved in the operation of 
the highways of the several States. Any costs involved in controlling outdoor 
advertising should be reimbursed to the respective States on the same pro rata 
basis as established for the construction of the Interstate System. 

There should be no extension of section 115 of the Highway Act of 1956 whereby 
the Federal determination of wage rates would be extended to projects on other 
road systems nor should there be legislation to provide additional Federal con- 
trol or jurisdiction over wages paid on Interstate System projects. 

No Federal legislation should be enacted to pay for direct, incidental or in- 
tangible costs stemming from the moving of tenants, loss of business and the 
like which are in addition to those items normally considered as constituting 
just damages and compensation for property taken by the State highway de- 
partments for public rights-of-way. 

We wish to go on record as supporting S. 3088 introduced by Chair- 
man Chavez, and which is identical to H. R. 9821 by Congressman 
Fallon. 

S. 3088 is an extension of the ABC and public domain road author- 
izations for the coming biennial period and provides for a reasonable 
annual incremental increase in the ABC categories which will about 
offset the effects of rising prices that have been experienced. 

We wish to say, however, that road construction costs have leveled 
off this past year indicating that highway bidding currently is high] 
competitive, which isa he althy sign. 

Regarding the ABC program, we who are by necessity close to the 
people, are especially conscious of the need for keeping the i lnprove- 
ments on all systems, including the Interstate, in balance. 

Important as the Interstate System is to this country, the primary 
and secondary systems are really the lifeblood of the local communi- 
ties and are the roads of the main local interest. 
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The States will have no difficulty in handling the program author- 
ized in S. 3088, and we hope it is enacted at an early date and that 
an early apportionment of 1960 fiscal year funds can be made up to 
the States in order that we may keep our ABC program rolling. An 

early apportionment is vital. 

We like the plan of your reviewing our progress and of providing 
the ABC and public domain road authorization for biennial periods. 
You should look at highway problems frequently. The authoriza- 
tions for the Interstate System, however, should be for the program 
term period as provided in the act. of 1956 in order to give the neces- 
sary assurances to industry to prepare for the added program activity. 

The State highway departments consider the act of 1956 extremely 
fine legislation for Iaune hing an enlarged road program. We have, 
however, gained enough experience under it to recommend to you 
that the 5- ‘yet ir limitation for the advance acquisition of rights-of-way 
(sec. 110 (a)) be increased to 7 years. 

Another item, not a part of the act of 1956, that we are finding that 
serves as a public irritant in our right-of-way acquisitions is the re- 
quirement that the property owner buy and affix Federal Internal 
Revenue tax stamps to the property transfer documents. The prop- 
erty owner is almost always an unwilling seller as he is being forced 
to sell his holdings for right-of-w: ay. In several cases, the cost of 
the stamp requirement aed ks an otherwise successful attempt to 
negotiate the purchase of right-of-way. Several bills and amend- 
ments have been introduced in the 85th Congress for the repeal of the 
requirement where a governmental unit is the buyer. “We hope you 
will support legislation to cure this difficulty. 

Still another step that can materially reduce the credit. require- 
ments of the enlarged road program is to enact legislation providing 
for Federal participation for the value of materials delivered to the 
project, and in advance of when such materials may be incorporated 
into completed road construction. 

Such procedure can expedite the program. Present Federal legisla- 
tion permits the Bureau of Public Roads to advance funds to con- 
tractors for ae & purpose on public domain roads being constructed 
by the Bureau, but does not for Federal road-aid for the States. We 
will appreciate your support of such legislation. 

Several bills have been introduced on this subject. Among them 
are S. 3033, H. R. 10332, H. R. 10372, and H. R. 10407. 

We also wish to endorse S. 1149 by Chairman Chavez on the subject 
of navigational clearances for bridges. S. 1149 would require that 
bridge clearances be predicated upon a study of the costs to all 
forms of transportation involved and not upon the wishes of water 
transporation alone. Its enactment could have a tremendous effect 
upon lowering the costs of the many Interstate Highway bridges that 
will span the major waterways. it was the State highway ‘depart- 
ments that first objected to providing excessive clearance requirements 
based in many instances upon highly conjectural and improbable 
future navigation needs. We hope the Congress will act favorably 
on the bill as introduced by Chairman Chavez. 

The first research data on the subject was assembled by the highway 
departments and we now underst: ind that all affected Federal agencies 
have agreed to the wording of S. 1149. 

We also wish to endorse 8S. 3151 by Senator Case to recodify into 
one act the original Federal-aid Road Act and its nearly forty sub- 
sequent amendments and supplements, including the act of 1956. 
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Its enactment would simplify the administrative work of the States 
by putting all effective actions into one document and by clarifying 
Federal-aid road procedure by elminating those parts of the many 
acts that have been repealed officially or by inference over the 40- year 
period. 

It is our belief that because of the prominent role you gentlemen 
play in the highway development in this Nation that you would like 
to know what we are doing and how we do it to improve highway 
technology, to effect uniformity of practice, to develop improved de- 
sign and construction methods, and to number and mark our highways. 
We ask your indulgence and attention. 

Several of our State highway officials, who constitute our committee 
on legislation and administrative policy, are with me. ‘Together, 
we hope that we can answer your questions to your complete satis- 
faction. 

Mr. R. R. Bartelsmeyer, our first vice president, and chief engineer 
for Illinois, will discuss with you some outstanding research that 
we are doing. It is our intention to continue to indulge in sufficient 
highway research to keep our departments progressive and healthy 
from the v o point of technological advances. 

Mr. W. Bugge, our immediate past president and director of 
highways i Washington, will explain how we develop our design 
standards, specifications, and many technical publications. 

Past President Rex M. Whitton, chief engineer for Missouri, will 
explain the detail and complex job of preparing an Interstate cost 
estimate as instructed in section 108 (d) of the act of 1956. The 
estimate in itself constitutes a m: yor engineering activ ity, the States 
using a total of 1.2 million man-hours in the undert: iking at the 
same time they were developing engineering plans for construction. 

At this time we wish to pledge the fullest coopers ation of the high- 
way departments in working with you and the General Accounting 
Office in checking the cost estimates that were prepared by the States 
and checked by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Past President D. C. Greer, State highway engineer for Texas, who 
heads our route numbering committee, will explain how the States 
bind themselves together to develop markings and signing for our 
United States numbered and Interstate Systems. 

In closing, I appreciate the privilege of reporting on our steward 
ship and we assure you we will do a commendable job of building 
the roads you authorize and do it on schedule. 

We know that in this endeavor, we will have your full confidence 
and support. 

We repeat, we do not want the interstate program prolonged and 
we believe it would be catastrophic to cut the next interstate fund 
apportionments to that contemplated at this time which will cause 
the highway departments to actu: ally cut the present interstate pro- 
gram ‘back. The present economy, a continuing expanding future 
economy, and the national defense, all justify putting the program 
back on its original schedule. 

We hope the Congress, in its good judgment, will develop a means 
of financing the program and that an early apportionment of inter- 
state funds will be made. A delay in the apportionment of interstate 
funds will also create an undesirable, although temporary, slowdown 
in the program at a time when our economy needs reassurance. 

Thank you. 
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Senator Gore. I take it from your statement, Mr. McMillan, that 
ach of your officers have a particular phase of the program upon 
which he is to testify ? 

Mr. McMiuwan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I suppose that being the case, that it might be in 
order to hear each, and question each, about that particular phase. 

This week has been set aside by this subcommittee to hear the repre- 
sentatives of the States, whether they be governors or State highway 
commissioners. This committee will request your officers and your 
executive committee, if not today, then before the week is out, to let 
this committee know what steps it can take, in your opinion, what 
steps the Federal Government can take, what this committee can 
require, the Congress can require the Federal Government to take in 
order to accelerate this program. 

I am agreeable, if the committee is, to hear the officers with respect 
to their special fields, but we also want specific answers with respect 
to not only the whole problem, but the specifics from each State. 

Mr. McMitian. We brought a map along showing the status of 
the work on the Interstate System in rural sections in the different 
States in the United States so we could answer questions about progress 
in the different States and show exactly where the work is going on 
as we go along and as the questions develop. 

Senator Gore. Senator Scott ¢ 

Senator Scorr. No questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case / 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMillan, I notice that you are concerned greatly over the 
possibility that the funds from the trust fund will not permit the 
apportionment on the basis of the original program. 

Mr. McMinnan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. And you recommend that we try to restore or find 
them. What would you suggest as the source of those funds? Do 
you think they ought to come out of the General Treasury, or should 
it be additional taxes, or what ? 

Mr. McMiian. Well, that is a kind of a bad question for a State 
employee to be answering, but I am going to be foolish enough to tell 
you what I would do if it were me from my own personal viewpoint. 

I would extend this program, the money side, for 5 more years; I 
would remove this restriction against advancing money and sell bonds 
on this last 8 years to provide for money to put this program on sched- 
ule and keep it on. 

Senator Casr. You would go back and pick up somewhat the idea 
advanced by the Clay Committee of having a corporation that could 
issue bonds independently of the Treasury ? 

Mr. McMuian. Yes, personally, or borrowing money from some 
form of the Government with that anticipated revenue to pay them 
back. Our association, of course, has no policy position on the man- 
ner in which Federal funds are supplied. 

Senator Case. That would almost require the formation of a cor- 
poration, would it not? That is, if the Government itself were to 
issue the bonds, you might as well issue Government bonds in the 
first place. 

Mr. McMittan. I don’t know just exactly how it would be done, 
but I think that is one way you could guaranty the repayment of the 
money out of highway users’ funds and go ahead with the program. 
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Senator Casr. Do you think the bonds should be pure revenue 
bonds, or should they be obligations guaranteed by the United States? 
Mr. McMitian. Personally, I think they ought to be guaranteed 
by the United States, ves. It would be cheaper and certainly better. 

Senator Casg. In the recommendations of the Clay Committee and 
the draft legislation proposed at that time in 1955, I believe that it 
was specified that the bonds should state that they were not obligations 
of the United States. 

Mr. McMmiran. Yes, sir, I remember that. 

Senator Casz. No doubt the bonds would have a little higher credit 

rating if they were guaranteed. 

Mr. McMittay. They would have a better credit rating and cer- 

tainly I would not even want to recommend to you to borrow without 
feeling myself that there would be plenty of money there for the re- 
payment out of highway users’ funds. 

Senator Casr. Now you recognize that when the United States issues 
the bonds and guarantees them, they then go into the national debt ? 

Mr. McMiuuan. Yes, sir. * 

Senator Case. The Congress has been a little cautious about increas- 
ing the debt ceiling. You probably are aware of the fact that the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the United States Senate has been conducting 
hearings recently on this matter, that the House has passed a bill to 
authorize an increase in the debt ceiling ? 

Mr. McMittan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Do you think that the country would accept an in- 
crease in the debt ceiling for the purpose of issuing these bonds in the 
name of the Government ? 

Mr. McMiuxay. I believe they would, personally. 

Senator Case. And you would give them a maturity which would 
make them repayable against the. years provided by extending the 
length of time in which ‘these special levies would be in effect 2 

Mr. McMiuuay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I noted with interest your policy statement as de- 
veloped by the administrative heads of the State highway departments. 

I wonder if you would care to elaborate a little bit upon the state- 
ments in that which relate to the policing of the highw: ay projects 
and particularly as it concerns the possible ‘de ‘velopment of a program 
for the controlling of outdoor advertising. 

Mr. McMuan. W ell, controlling outdoor advertising could lead 
to controlling other things, and I believe the States are the only ones, 
the proper ones, to enforce the traffic regulations and enforcement on 
these roads. 

I don’t believe that the United States—I don’t believe that would 
be acceptable to the people or to the States—to have the Federal Gov- 
ernment walk in to handle and take over the traffic enforcement on 
these roads. 

Senator Case. Well, in the policy statement of the administrative 
heads which you quoted, you had this sentence : 

Any costs involved in controlling outdoor advertising should be reimbursed 
to the respective States on the same pro rata basis as established for the con- 
struction of the Interstate System. 

Now I know that you are aware of the fact that in the last session 
of Congress we had some proposals before the committee which would 
have authorized payment of an additional three-quarters of a cent, 
or percent, on the cost of a project to assist the States in acquiring ad- 
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ditional rights-of-way for the purpose of controlling outdoor adver- 
tising along the roads, and Senator Kuchel, who may want to question 
you further, has introduced a bill in this session which, I think, would 
add 1 percent, isn’t it ? 

Senator Kucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you think that the cost of controlling will exceed 
1 percent of the cost of the project ? 

Mr. McMuzan. No, sir; no I don’t think it will, but that again I 
think, controlling of that outdoor advertising, should be left to the 
States and I think the States ought to handle that. 

Senator Case. You would let the States set up a policy and what- 
ever the policy required in the nature of costs, that the Federal Govern- 
ment should participate to the extent of 90 ‘perent of that cost? 

Mr. McMintan. If the State handles it, handles it directly them- 
selves, I think they ought to be paid for it, the same as for rights-of- 
way, and I think they ought to set the policy and I am just not alto- 
gether sold that all of your outdoor advertising ought to be removed. 

I think there is some that can be of benefit to the traveling public. 
I think that it ought to be regulated and that the States ought to set 
up a permit law requiring permits for a man to install an outdoor 
sign and then that sign be brought up to the requirements, brought up 
to certain standards. And it should be useful to the people traveling 
on the highway, not just these little strip signs that are nailed up on 
trees and things or extremely large billboards advertising some irrel- 
evant product. I think if they removed all those, the big part of 
the objection to outdoor advertising would be removed. 

Senator Case. Well now, I don’t know to what extent you individ- 
ually or personally want to take the responsibility for this collective 
statement of the administrative heads, but since you presented the 
statement, I am oblige d to ask the questions of you. 

When you say “any costs involved in controlling outdoor advertis- 
ing,” do you have in mind costs including the policing of the highway 
or simply the acquisition of additional rights-of-way ¢ 

Mr. McMitian. Acquisition of additional rights-of-way and adver- 
tising rights only. I think what the association meant in that was 
that if there was a requirement that all of the outdoor advertising 
be removed, and rights secured to keep them off of it, certainly that 
would have to be in it; you would not remove them unless you had the 
rights from the property owners to keep signs off. Then we thought 
that the Federal Government should participate in the cost of obtain- 
ing any advertising rights. 

But I think if we leave that outdoor advertising, except on the 
rights-of-way, to the States, that the States will work that thing out 
individually and without a call on the Federal Government. 

Senator Case. Now in your own State, where the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State share in the cost of acquisition of the rights-of- 
way for a segment of the Interstate System, who today fixes the policy 
with regard to outdoor advertising or signs on that right-of-way ? 

Mr. McMitzan. Well, on the right-of-way we just don’t permit any 
signs at all. We buy that right when we buy the right to build the 
road, and that is all clear; there can be no signs of any description 
within ther nt of-way. 

Senator Case. And that generally applies to all the States, not 
merely hes State ? 
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Mr. McMuzan. I don’t know of any State that it does not apply 
to the same way. Our proposed uniform signing for the Interstate 
System only allows such signs on the right-of-way that are under 
the jurisdiction and control of the State highw ay department. 

Senator Case. Mr. McMillan, I appreciate your reference to 8. 3151, 
which I introduced, which was to recodify into one act the original 
Federal-Aid Road Act and its subsequent amendments. 

Mr. McMitian. That would be a big help to all of us and Congress, 
too. 

Senator Casr. Of course, that bill as it was introduced was the text 
proposed by the counsel for the Department of Commerce and the 
United States Bureau of Public Roads, and is merely a codification, as 
I understand it, based upon existing statutes, and the regulations 
which had been adopted and been followed in the several years pur- 
suant to that legislation. 

Mr. McMiiian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. It is not new legislation, merely putting it all in 
one package. 

Mr. McMiiian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. I appreciate your reference to it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that it is always a pleasure to 
have representatives of the American Associ 7 ition of State Highway 
Officials come before this committee because I always feel that what- 
ever they may recommend or bring to our attention grows out of 
practical experience; these State highway officials are the people who 
really build the roads and have to look after them, and Mr. McMillan 
is a worthy representative and a worthy successor to those who have 
preceded him in that position and I do appreciate his coming before 
us today. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucne:. Mr. McMillan, I think it would be fair to say 
that presently the interstate highway legislation contemplates a cash 
transaction between the Federal Government and the States in build- 
ing the Interstate System. In other words, the apportionments that 
are made are geared entirely to the revenues received. Is that not 
your understanding ? 

Mr. McMitian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. I must say also that I can understand the problem 
which faces the State when it gears itself up to attempting to build 
the Interstate System within its borders to a maximum of efficiency 
and rapidity, and then finds or believes it looks forward to finding 
less Federal allocations available to carry on that maximum program. 

That is what you point to; is it not? 

Mr. McMiiian. Yes, sir; that is it. 

Senator Kucue.. Now that provision to gear the apportionments 
each year to the revenues which the present Federal law accumulates 
was put in, I think, by Senator Byrd of Vir ginia. 

If, for example, this committee were to give consideration to leg- 
islation to change that, and in some fashion to permit the Bureau 
of Roads to draw upon projected future apportionments, I am sure 
that your organization’s plea for assistance would be satisfied, but it 
is also true, is it not, that would raise directly the question of debt 
limitations and ceilings ? 

Mr. McMiitan. Oh, yes. 
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Senator Kucnen. You do not, representing your organization, I 
take it, take the position that highway users’ taxes should be in- 
creased ? 

Mr. McMittan. Personally, I don’t believe the people are ready 
for any tax increase now. They want a reduction. However, our as- 
sociation never takes any policy positions as to how the Congress 
obtains the money for ae We of the States, each have our own 
particular problems in that regard. 

Senator Kucuer. Just to get a little more of the philosophy on 
this question of money. I don’t know how general it is, but in the 
State which I represent, California, the moneys which come to the 
State Treasury from the so-called highway users’ taxes used to be, 
under the constitution, and I think still are earmarked specifically 
and singly for highway purposes. 

Is that general throughout the States of the Union? 

Mr. McMintan. That is the case in South Carolina. I don’t know 
just how many States are under that, but all highway user money in 
South Carolina is earmarked for highway purposes and goes direct. 

Senator Kucuen. Under those circumstances, would you quarrel 
with this committee if it tried to follow that same pattern and 
avoided any attempt to use general fund revenues in this Interstate 
System’ Would you quarrel with that? 

Mr. McMitzan. I think that is the right thing to do. I think 
that is the proper thing to do. 

Senator Kucuen. I mention that because if we did conceive of a 
new piece of legislation by which in some fashion a governmental 
corporation would issue general obligation bonds, I think we might 
complicate a revenue- produci ing picture to the point where we would 
not have too great an opportunity to be of assistance. 

It boils down in the last analysis, I think, to where is the money 
going to come from. 

Mr. McMittan. We borrow money at home on that earmarked 
revenue; we have borrowed up to $70 million on anticipated revenue 
from earmarked funds. 

Senator Kucnuet. Would you be able to tell this committee from 
your own experience in your own State how short of your annual 
goal the Federal apportionments would fall in the next fiscal year 
for ex: imple ¢ 

Mr. McMinian. In the first 3-year apportionment South Carolina 
was dealt with very well. We got a little more, and we would, if we 
had continued getting that same apportionment, we would have fin- 
ished our Interstate System in less than 13 years. 

Senator Kucnuen. Is that so? 

Mr. McMILLan. Yes. 

Senator KucneL. Now what do you predict for your State under the 
present law with respect to the future ? 

Mr. McMittan. Under the new needs program that we have 
worked out in this new estimate, why, we would get half—we would 
get one-half as much in 1960 as we got in 1959. “But now of course 
on that basis, we would not get through in the 13 years; we would be 
about 20 years. 

Now from Senator Scott’s State here, he gets about one-fourth of 
what he got in 1959. 

Senator Gore. Can I break in here off the record ? 

( Discussion off the record.) 
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Senator Kucuer. Now I think you said, Mr. McMillan, that your 
State officials generally would not object to a stretchout of the pro- 
gram—was it up to 5 years? 

Mr. McMirran. No, sir; we hoped that it would not be stretched 
out at all. We hope that it can be finished in the 13 years that were 
first estimated, even with the increase in cost. We would like to see 
the revenue provided to step this program up and go on and finish 
it in the 13 years that we first contemplated. 

Senator Kucnen. And since we agree apparently, or at least since 
your organization's position is against any meas "Feder al high- 
way users’ taxes, then is the committee to assume that your recom- 
mendation would be for deficit financing ¢ 

Mr. McMittan. Yes: that is only my personal opinion. 

Senator Kucuet. To the extent necessary for the Federal Govern- 
ment to make allocations under which the system would be completed 
in 13 years. 

Mr. McMittan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue.. Now turning to this problem of outdoor adver- 
tising, first of all let me ask you: What laws exist in your own State 
on that subject ? 

Mr. McMitxan. The only law we have there now is that we can 
protect the highway right- of-way from any signs, and we get that 
in our right-of-way easement in all our highway work, whether the 
Federal Government is involved or not, and we clear the right-of- 
way of those signs as we build the roads and do not permit them to 
come back. 

Now if you bear with me just a moment, I will tell you the reason 
why I am a little bit afraid of this sign business. In 1925 they 
organized the highway department and put in a former admiral of 
the Navy in the position I hold now, the first man that held it. 

Some women got after him and told him that all the signs ought 
to be removed. I was a young engineer at that time and was one 
of the ones that went out and_ got “all the property owners up and 
down the road to agree that we remove all the signs, and I remember 
he had a lot of laborers with these climbers that the telephone people 
have and they climbed up the trees and tore them down. We were 
sued by 2 or 3 tobacco companies and a drugstore or two and we 
didn’t know how many signs we had torn aan and we paid through 
the nose, whatever they said they had had and we destroyed, and 
we haven’t attempted that since. 

Senator Kucuen. You have no State legislation on the subject of 
controlling the use to which property may be put adjacent to any of 
the highways or roads or streets within your jurisdiction ? 

Mr. McMitxzan. That is right. We have one law, State law, that 
says you cannot put erroneous mileage on any sign and they have to 
check with the highway department on the mileage that they are 
going*to put on their signs. If they say it is going to be 25 miles to 
Columbia, S. C., that must be reasonably accurate. That is the only 
thing we have. 

Senator Kucnert. Do you have any local city or county or other 
political subdivision ordinances with respect to the use to which 
private property may be put! ¢ 

Mr. McMitxan. I don’t believe so, sir. 


Ce em en rr 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 201 


Senator Kucuet. Do you as a matter of policy believe it would be 
in the public interest to preserve the scenic beauty which may exist 
along sections of the Interstate Highway System, as it will be con- 
structed dur ing this 13-year period / 

Mr. McMuran. Yes, sir. I think that would be good. I think 
the States can do it. 

Now one thing I think on this Interstate System that is going to 
disappear on its own are these little signs that you can’t res ad travel- 
ling at the speed you are going to travel. They won’t put those 
signs up if they are useless and the right-of-way is wide enough that 
[ think we will eliminate those without any effort on our own part. 

Senator Kucuet. Am I correct then in assuming it would take 
State legislation in order to accomplish any control ? 

Mr. McMitxan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucne.. There are people who contend, and I think they 
have some justification for their contention, that the Federal Govern- 
ment does have the constitutional authority to control the use to 
which private property may be put. 

I might say to you very frankly that the legislation that I have 
introduced does not contemplate any use of any such alleged power. 
This legislation would be, I think I can say, an incentive to States 
to adopt legislation in that field, and I think in a reasonable manner, 
and not in a manner that would be unrealistic. My only question— 
because everyone has the right to determine his own policy—was 
prompted by Senator Case’s discussion with you on that one sentence 
in which you suggested, and I quote your statement, “Any costs 
involved in controlling outdoor advertising should be reimbursed to 
the respective States on the same pro rata basis as established for the 
construction of the Interstate System.’ 

Am I correct in assuming that by that you mean that any right in 
property which the State would purchase, any so-called advertising 
easement, should be reimbursed by the Federal Government in ac- 
cordance with this pro rata suggestion ¢ 

Mr. McMitxian. Our intention in that was that if there was a law 
passed by the Federal] Government requiring that these signs be re- 
moved, that it be paid for on the same basis that you pay for the other 
highway construction work, 90-10 on the Interstate System or 50-50 
on ABC. 

Senator Kucuet. You see, as I understand the law which prevails 
in your State and in every other State in the Union, you have a con- 
stitutional right, I take it, to purchase property for public purposes? 

Mr. McMiixan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. But in addition to that, you also have a con- 
stitutional right to pass reasonable zoning laws ¢ 

Mr. McMitian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue.. If a State were to exercise the right under the 
latter, then there would be no problem of compensation to an owner 
of property abutting the Interstate System; would there, Mr. Me- 
Millan? Would that not be merely the enforcement of the zoning 
law ? 

Mr. McMinuian. That would be the enforcement of the zoning law. 
You would have to pay the man, I think, for the signs he had there, 
and what he had inyolved in them. 
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Senator Kucuet. If the statement is correct that three-quarters of 


the Interstate System shall be on so-called virgin territory, through 
which at the moment no Interstate highway runs, then no State would 
be faced with the problem of retroactive application of a zoning law; 
would it? 

Mr. McMirzan. No, sir, it would be simpler in that respect. 

Senator Kucnex. Since you do have in your discussion these state- 
ments relative to costs and the like, could you say that your associa- 
tion has a firm and fixed purpose to oppose any Feder ‘al legislation 
in this field ? 

Mr. McMitian. No, sir. 

Senator Kucne. I would like to say that I thoroughly agree with a 
number of the recommendations which you have made. 

For example, the internal revenue stamp situation is a little vexa- 
tious, as I understand it. I just wanted to mentioned one more thing. 
Mr. Tallamy, when he testified before us on one occasion in the past, 
described some of the problems which he and his State agency in New 
York had with respect to the acquisition of rights-of-way for the New 
York Thruway. And I think he went on to say that when property 
owners, through negotiation rather than by condemnation action, 
sold a piece of their property to the State for highway purposes, that 
on many occasions the State was able to negotiate with the property 
owner relative to his agreement to refrain from using his property 
which remained in his hands for advertising. 

Mr. McMuan. I think that situation would be easier where we are 
going on virgin property, where there are no signs there now, and 
get men to agree not to permit any to be built on there in the future. 

Senator Kucuen. And in that connection, would that technique be 
available to the average State in the Union today, in your judgment ¢ 

Mr. McMinian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. May I interrupt there, Senator, to ask the 
Senator a question with respect to the bill he introduced? He used 
the term “zoning.” Do I understand that by zoning you do away 
with the idea of purchase of the right in the land; you simply by police 
power take over control of the abutting land ? 

Senator Kucuer. I don’t want to be parochial about this, but just 
to allude to my own State, California is an example of a so-called 
home rule State where municipalities which are established by vote of 
the people in any given area have their own police power under the 
Constitution and cannot be affected by State laws in that field. 

We have a State outdoor advertising act in California, with re- 
spect to all the property in the State, outside of incorporated cities, 
and there, under certain conditions, the use of property abutting State 
highways is prohibited to the extent of the erection of outdoor adver 
tising signs and that has been in effect in my State for some time. 

That is not a unique situation; there are others which are some- 
what similar. 

Mr. McMitxan. Just regulates the use of that property. 

Senator Kucuer. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask Mr. McMillan, while we are dis- 
cussing this, do you have any such law in South Carolina of the police 
power to say that a man can’t use his land for a certain purpose / 

Mr. McMuan. Yes, sir, we use that especially in cities where we 
have a street or highway that we feel like in the next immediate years, 
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5 or 10 years, that that street is going to have to be widened from 
60 to 100 feet, then we zone that section and don’t permit any further 
building inside that hundred feet. 

Now the buildings they have there stay there until such time as 
we take it over and move it and pay them for it. 

Senator Revercoms. Do you exercise any such power through the 
rural areas ? 

Mr. McMitian. No, sir, we haven’t exercised it in the rural areas 
at all. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you, Senator, for the interruption. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. MeMillan, I take the position diametrically 
opposite to that of your association with respect to the application of 
the so-called Davis-Bacon laws on highway construction. 

But let me ask, you: If you were successful in the position you take, 
and thus had the prevailing wage laws eliminated from highway con- 
struction, what then would be the standard under which wages would 
be paid in any area of the country on construction in the Interstate 
System / 

Mr. McMitzan. It would be the prevailing wage in that territory ; 
that is what it has bee nN. 

Senator Kucuen. By what authority / 

Mr. McMunan. There would not be any authority. 

Senator Kucuen. If that is true, on what basis do you ground your 
objection to the Federal Jaw so stating that prevailing wages shall be 
paid ¢ 

Mr. MtMinzan. Well, we have been in South Carolina really sur- 
prised how well the Davis-Bacon Act has worked in this so far. We 
have had fine cooperation. We haven't had anything delived on 
account of it; we had a good bit of redtape and we hope that it won’t 
go beyond the interstate program. Of course it will—in being effec- 
tive to the Interstate Systems—will affect the wages on the ABC and 
the State system, but we just hope to keep out any more redtape in 
carrying this work on. 

Senator Kucnen. At any rate, by the gentle approach you make to 
ae part of your very fine st: itement, I take it that you are not overly 

ealous in asking Congress to amend out the prevailing-wage section ? 

Abe: McMintan. No. 

Senator Kucue.. Very good. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb ¢ 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. McMillan, I am very glad to have heard 
your statement today because I feel you have made some very direct 
and substantial recommendations, whether we agree with all of them 
or not. 

First, let me ask you: Is every State in the Union—that 1s, every 
highway department—represented in your organization 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. And what you state here then is a summary 
made on behalf of all the State highway officials ? 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Approved by them ¢ 

Mr. McMitian. All of them, yes, sir. 
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Senator Revercoms. On page 6 of your written statement, the para- 


graph next to the last on that page, you make this statement: 


Still another step that can materially reduce the credit requirements of the 
enlarged road program is to enact legislation providing for Federal participa- 
tion for the value of materials delivered to the project and in advance of when 
such materials may be incorporated into completed road construction. 

I wish you would enlarge on that and clarify that for my under- 
standing. 

Mr. McMitxian. Take in a bridge project, a contractor has to take 
his steel when he can get it. Sometimes that is delivered to him 6 
months prior to the time when he is re: ady to use it. — get that steel 
delivered as promptly as the steel people can deliver , he is almost 
of necessity going to have to pay them for it when vl deliver it. 

In all of our State work, and I think in most of the other States, 
we have gone along and advanced them money for materials delivered 
and stocked satisfactorily on the job. 

Senator Revercoms. Now you ask and recommend that the Federal 
Government advance out of its 90 percent a sum of money for such 
materials ? 

Mr. McMiizan. It is getting a little heavier on our finances now 
for us to pay for that material on a 90-10 project. We have done 
this in South Carolina on the 50-50 projects. So the Bureau has not 
had the authority to advance money on it and we have gone ahead for 
steel, for stone, and on our paving work it is adv: ant uweous in the 
wintertime when they can’t do other work to deliver that stone on the 
project for the paving. 

But not so many, especially the hauling contractors, can finance 
that work for 6 months. If we can advance them even 50 percent of 
the value of the materials 

Senator Revercoms. What you are suggesting then is that the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Roads 

Mr. McMiutzan. Be authorized —— 

Senator Revercoms. Be authorized to give over to you or to deliver 
to youa sum sufficient to pay for the materials on the job? 

Mr. McMittan. Do what we have been doing all along and which 
has been satisfactory; and we are just as anxious as they are that we 
don’t advance any money except that which is delivered there, meet- 
ing the specifications and stockpiled to our satisfaction and every- 
thing. We won’t advance them any money for material that is just 
harem-scaremly scattered along the road that somebody could move 
or destroy. 

Senator Revercoms. I understand. I think that clarifies the state- 
ment. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. McMitian. If I may, sir, take just a minute on South Caro- 
lina. We were not in a position to go ahead with this work until 
1956. We did not have a controlled-access law at that time. We got 
it passed just prior to the passage of the 1956 Federal law. We had 
a good bit of selling to do among the people in the State. That has 
been done. We have got our right-of ay acquisition without any 
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trouble and without stealing and we have got our grading and struc- 
tures let. 

Now in March and April we are going to begin letting paving and 
we will let paving on all those sections you see that are under con- 
struction [indicating map] and by July 1 we expect to have it all 
under contract except $12 million. 

We are purposely holding that back because we are only going into 
one city in the State and that is Charleston; it is a little different from 
any other city that I know of; and we are doing our advance work 
there and, when the people are ready down there, we must have the 
money to proceed because they don’t stay ready long. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean “they don’t stay ready long’? 

Mr. McMinian. They change their minds right rapidly. 

We will have our program up there; we have got our engineers, we 
can employ the engineers that we need now. We had not let our 
engineering force go down as badly as some States. We have built 
itup. We can employ the men; we have already employed them, and 
we have built up and we are ready to go and are going to move along 
to get the work done the cheapest and the best, we think. 

Senator Gore. Do I understand you to say that you are undertak- 
ing to build the rural sections of the Interstate System first ? 

“Mr. McMinian. We are not building inside the cities; only in one 
city and that is the city of C harleston. We are bypassing all the 
others and giving them access in and out of the cities and satisfying 
them very readily. 

Senator Gore. What about Savannah ? 

Mr. McMitian. That is in Georgia. 

Senator Gore. Well, at least I was looking at Savannah on the map. 

Mr. McMitxan. Lam glad that is not my problem. 

Snator Gore. And you are bypassing all your cities then ? 

Mr. McMinn. The city of ¢ ‘olumbia we are bypassing; Spartan- 
burg we are bypassing; Greenville we are bypassing; all of them, and 
they are well pleased with it. We are one Federal-aid program 
money to build roads into and out of it, giving them access to this 
Interstate System which I think is the canes way to do it. 

Senator Gore. I have heard from some of the highway commis- 
sioners that they are having difficulty obtaining expeditious answers 
and processing of their applications and designs in the Bureau of 
Roads. Has South Carolina had that e xperience / 

Mr. McMitian. We haven't had that trouble. They are working 
with us very nicely. 

Senator Gore. Have you had difficulty obtaining their approval to 
purehase rights-of-way or the cost of rights-of-way ? 

Mr. McMitzan. That is a new field of theirs, and they are walking 
very cautiously on it, and I don’t blame them; I would too. They 
are being very cautious about paying us what we are putting out, but 
I think when they have time to look at it, and are assured that it is 
proper and right, we will get the money. We are not taking any 
advance money to buy right-of-way. We didn’t want to get involved 
in that. 

Senator Gore. Do I correctly understand you then that you are pro- 


ceeding to acquire rights-of-way without the approval by the Bureau 
of Roads? 
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Mr. McMitian. No; they are taking steps with us. They are ap- 
proving the method, and the appraisals, and everything else. They 
have just a little bit of trouble with the attorney general about the 
settlements, but he is a man elected by the people and he has to—but 
that is working out all right. 

Senator Gore. Am I to understand correctly that you have had no 
difficulty with the Bureau of Roads to speak of ¢ 

Mr. McMiutan. Nothing to speak of, no more than we have always 
had. You take any 2 men, they are going to have a little difference 
in opinion ; but, if they are reasonable, they will work those things out 
and it is good that you do have2 minds. [Laughter. | 

Senator Gore. I don’t exactly understand this response. Will you 
explain it? 

Mr. McMitxian. Well, it is just good to have 2 people look at the 
same problem and you don’t always come up with the same answer: 
but, if you are reasonable people, you come somewhere between those 
2 answers and settle it; and we always have and we don’t expect to find 
any we won't settle. 

Senator Gore. Can you assure and do you assure this subcommittee 
that you will have additional projects underway in the construction 
months of the spring and summer of 1958 ? 

Mr. McMitxian. We will have sections of road paved and ready to 
go. 

Senator Gorr. Do you assure this committee that the State of South 
Carolina will by October 1 of 1958 be on schedule with mileage under 
construction and mileage completed ¢ . 

Mr. McMitxan. Oh, yes. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara / 

Senator McNamara. I have no particular questions. I came in a 
little late. Maybe the question has been asked about acquisition of 

right-of-way. Have you run into any speculation in this area by 
suite buying up in advance? 

Mr. McMinzan. Oh, yes: we have run into every kind of trouble 
that can be run into. 

Senator McNamara. Have you had to pay exorbitant rates for 
some of your acquisitions / 

Mr. McMitzan. We have had to pay so much more than we used to 
pay, because we used to get more than half of it free, gratis. But now 
with this wider right-of-way and this controlled access, you ought 
to pay more. It is kind of hard to swallow it and think it is right, 
but— 

Senator McNamara. Do you have any situations where, within 
a short period of time such as 6 months, the property has changed 
hands and increased in costs to the State to a degree that would lead 
you to be suspect of this situation / 

Mr. McMiixan. No, sir. The only thing we have run into there 
that kind of irked us badly was a man would find out about where 
we were going and subdivide it into lots which puts it into a higher 
price than the price of a field. 

Senator McNamara. Do you think there might have been some—— 

Mr. McMrian. I don’t think the public is going to put up with 
too much of that. Nobody likes a cheat 

Senator McNamara. You don’t find it—— 

Mr. McMiixan. It is not bad. 
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Senator McNamara. Not bad? 

Mr. McMitxan. No, sir. 

Senator McNamara. You don’t think you have paid as much as 
10 percent over what you normally expected ? 

Mr. McMitxan. I expect we have paid 10 percent more than we 
normally paid on all our interstate work. But it is a different right- 
of-way and we probably ought to pay what it is actually worth. 

See, in our State we require that, in securing right-of-way for a 
road, that you give advantage for the improvement of the property 
and it is prety hard to show a man that doesn’t know much about 
it, to shut him off from the road completely, that it is going to increase 
his property to build this thing through that he can’t cross. We hope 
we are going to be able, after we get some of it open, to show them it 
oes increase the value. 

Senator McNamara. That is what I was interested in, Mr. Chair- 
man. We have had the problem in some other States where there was 
a clear indication that there was some jacking up through collusion 
and you don’t run into anything like that then ¢ 

Mr. Mc na AN. No, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Mr. McMillan. The committee will 
stand in recess until tomorrow at 10 o’clock, when Governor Furcolo 
will appear and Governor McNichols of Colorado and other State 
commissioners. 

(Whereupon, at 3:30 p. m., the subeommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, February 19, 1958, in room 412, Senate 
Office Building. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1958 


Unirep Sratres SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
$12, Senate Office Building, Hon. Albert Gore (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Gore, Case, Kuchel, and Cotton. 

Also present : Senator Cooper. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

We are very honored to have two distinguished Governors with us 
this morning, Governor Furcolo, of Massachusetts, and Governor 
MeNichols, of Colorado. Governor Furcolo, we will be very happy 
to hear from you first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FOSTER FURCOLO, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Governor Furcoto. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
[ am sorry I was unable to be here yesterday. I assure you it was 
through circumstances beyond my control and I would have vastly 
preferred to have been here. 

My name is Foster Furcolo and I am the Governor of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. 

Incidentally, I am here in two capacities in this sense, first of all, 
I am here as the Governor of Massachusetts, representing my own 
State, and secondly, the New England Governors’ Conference some 
weeks ago appointed a subcommittee, and I am a member of that sub- 
committee with reference to the matter of Federal allocation of roads 
and highways. And in that sense, I am speaking for the New Eng- 
land governors, requesting for them and for myself a fair share of 
the allocation, and also, the accelerated program. 

Now I think I should emphasize that perhaps my own reasons that 
I will outline here are not necessarily the reasons of all the individual 
governors but that the conclusions reached are the same; they would 
like a fair share of the allocation, plus acceleration— 

Senator Gorr. Allocation of interstate mileage. 

Governor Furcoio. Yes, sir; are shared by all the governors. 

Then I do have some things in my statement that refer peculiarly 
just to Massachusetts. 

Mr. Cuarrman. I would like to begin by expressing my apprecia- 
tion for this opportunity to make a statement to this important com- 

209 





210 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


mittee regarding the 1958 highway bills now under your con- 
sideration. 

I have come to Washington to fight for the preservation of the 
Federal highway program as represented by the intent of the 1956 
Highway Act—to insure that Massachusetts is given a fair and just 
share of the total allocations under the act, and to urge that this pro- 
gram vital to the national defense be accelerated in view of the con- 
tinuing increase in national unemployment. 

The FE ederal Highway Act of 1956 was designed, as I understand it, 
to provide a vast and necessar y interstate road system. That program, 
as you know, was to be completed no later than 1969—a period of 13 
years. 

According to the formula used by the Bureau of Public Roads under 
the provisions of the 1956 Federal Highway Act, mileage was to be 
allocated on the basis of the following considerations : 

(1) Toserve the national defense ; 

(2) Toconnect as directly as possible the maximum number of cities 
of certain population groups; 

(3) To include principal traffic routes of military importance; 

(4) To provide transportation facilities for as much as possible of 
the manufacturing industry of the Nation; and 

(5) To provide maximum service to principal metropolitan areas. 

The 1956 law envisaged completion of this system by 1969. The 
Bureau now estimates that under existing law and using only highway 
trust fund revenues that it will take 20 years rather than 13 years to 
complete the Interstate System. As a matter of fact it has even been 
suggested that the program might have to be stretched out to 25 years. 

I cannot urge too strongly that the proposals to stretch out this pro- 
gram be rejected. Any motorist knows that our present highways 
are largely inadequate today and that to postpone the construction of 
badly needed interstate highways over a 20- or 25-year period will 
result only in an outmoded and inadequate highway transportation 
system. In view of the continually increasing costs of highway con- 
struction it is evident that protraction of the highway program will 
only result in the taxpayers paying more for these roads and getting 
them at a time when they would be of too little value. This suggestion 
amounts to a bad bargain for our taxpayers. 

The national defense dictates that we quickly complete the high- 
ways of the interstate, primary, and secondary systems, and in view 
of the national recession, I believe that we should immediately expand 
the highway construction under this program in order to reduce 
unemployment. I would urge that the program be reduced from 13 
years to 8 years. 

Incidentally, on the matter of recession I think it is important to 
know that while there may be differences of opinion as to the extent 
of recession, I do not find anyone who does not believe that there is at 
least some major degree of unemployment and some major degree of 
recession, so that a construction program, if accelerated, in addition 
to providing the roads and highways, would not only tend to reduce 
unemployment but, in addition, it would serve as a business stimulus. 
We found that to be true in Massachusetts, and I think any State has 
found that to be very true. And it seems to me that these are very 
important considerations. 
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I recently joined with the governors of 10 other States in urging the 
President to support the acceleration rather than the postponement of 
the construction of the interstate roads, as a means of combating un- 
employment which should be the immediate concern of the national 
administration. 

| want to underline the word immediate. 

I believe that the Congres should amend the Highway Act to re- 
move the restrictions that provides that no highway projects can be 
approved before the collection of income from gas and other tax 
receipts. 

I have some ideas as to how it might be amended if the committee 
is interested in that phase of it. 

Now, in view of the firm commitment of the National Government to 
finance most of the cost of the Federal Highway System there is no 
reason why construction cannot be speeded up by extending the period 
for applying the income from the various Federal taxes that pay for 
this highway construction. 

Senator Gore. Will you make that statement again. 

Governor Furcoxo. In view of the firm commitment of the National 
Government to finance most of the cost of the Federal Highway Sys- 
tem there is no reason why construction cannot be speeded up by 
extending the period for applying the income from the various Federal 
taxes that pay for this highway construction. 

In other words the mere fact of the acceleration of the highway con- 
struction program does not necessar ily mean that you have to speed up 
the financing of it. As a matter of fact, I take exactly the opposite 
view, that you can accelerate the construction program w ‘ithout acceler- 
ating the financing of it from the tax funds that pay for this highway 
construction. 

Senator Kucne.. How do you do that Governor, if I may break in ? 

Governor Furcoto. My suggestion would be, if there be a Federal 
bond issue, for example, the F ‘eder al bond issue might be over a per iod 
of 20 years or whatever period of time it might be thought appropriate. 
That would immediately give the money that could “be used for the 
funds out of which these “highw: ay projects must be made. At the 
present time, there is a restriction that says no highway projects can 
be approved before the collection of income from, gas and other tax 
receipts, but if that were amended to let the Federal Goevrnment float a 
bond issue, the Federal Government bond issue could satisfy any deple- 
tion in that fund so that your highway construction could go on and yet 
under the terms of the bond issue, you might be financing the fund 
itself, over a period of 20 years, even though the construction program 
itself were accelerated. 

Senator Kucue.. You have in mind that the bonds which you sug- 
gest the Congress should authorize would be geared specifically to 
payment from the highway users trust fund ¢ 

Governor Furco.io. Yes, sir, if the trust fund is not sufficient to pay 
for this accelerated progfam, my suggestion would be that the Con- 
gress issue bonds over a long term and that would immediately give 
the money to put into this trust fund, and then the trust fund rec eipts 
themselves as they came in, could be used in connection with the repay- 
ment of the bonds. 
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Senator Kucuer. And you would restrict the payment of the bonds 
to the trust fund moneys. 

Governor Furco.o. For that specific purpose. 

Senator Corron. Governor, the original bill came before this com- 
mittee, if my recollection is correct, and it was for a bond issue and 
it was for a bond issue that was to be separate from the general debt 
or the general bonded debt of the country and it was ‘objected to. 
It was objected to by many that this was beating around the bush of 
the matter of the debt limit. 

Governor Furco.o. Yes, sit 

Senator Corron. So the action resulting was this pay-as-you-go 
business. 

Now, your suggestion is that we go back to the original suggestion 
of the administration when they proposed this highway program be 
financed by a bond issue and the bond issue should be something 
predicated on the income from the highways and something which 
causes the debt limit to go up or it would be counted as part of the 
national debt. 

Governor Furcoio. In substance, that would be it. 

Now, that would be one way of doing it and that in substance would 
be the proposal that I suggest. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Governor, and before | pee my question, I would 
like to say it is a pleasure for me to have the Governor here. I served 
with the Governor in the House of Representatives and I know some 
thing of his ability and it is really a privilege to have him come before 
the committee this morning. 

Governor Furcoro. Thank you. 

Senator Case. Governor— 

Governor Furcoro. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. This question that you raise of course is one that has 
many facets. Yes, sir, we had the ‘solution that the bonds be guar 
anteed by the Treasury in that that would reduce the probable interest 

rate. Now you are suggesting that the bonds be set = apart and that 
the bonds be retired by the proceeds of these special levies provided 
in the Highway Act of 1956? 

Governor Furcoro. It would be actually, that in substance is my 
suggestion, but from my point of view, I think it would be relatively 
immaterial in view of the overriding considerations of the need at this 
time to get this construction underway. It would be preferable from 
many points of view not to pledge the Federal credit any further. On 
the other hand, there is also the point you mention of the lower interest 
rates, but it seems to me that the overriding consideraion should be 
whatever will most quickly get this program underway and have a 
chance of passing. 

Senator Casr. It may be relatively immaterial from the st: indpoint 
of the construction of the highways, that is if you got the money to 
build the highways, but there are some very practic cal problems. 

Governor Furco.o. That is right. 

Senator Case. I was one of those who opposed the suggestion in 
the original seg for setting up a special class of bondholders 
whose payments, or the payments to whom would be guaranteed by 
the exercise of + soverelgon power of the Government to tax. 
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Now States, I know, have used bonds in some instances that have 
been guaranteed by special tax levies but the Federal Government has 
never done that. It would be an innovation in the Federal Govern- 
ment if we were to set up a special class of bondholders and used the 
sovereign power of the Government to tax to retire the bonds. I 
think possibly when the Governor from Colorado takes the stand 
later today, he can tell us something about the experience of the State 
of Colorado where they have had special levies dedicated to a special 
purpose. It makes for flexibility in appropriations if you take taxes 
and dedicate them to particular services of bond issues. 

I was hoping the Governor might comment on that. 

Governor Furcovo. May I? 

Senator Gore. Yes, sir. 

Governor Furcoio. I was about to say that if you come to the con- 
clusion that it.is necessary to accelerate the highway construction pro- 
gram, I mean if that conclusion be reached, “and then that you find 
that you are hamstrung in a good decision to accelerate because of the 
provision that you cannot pav for it except out of this trust fund, it 
would seem to me that then the overriding consideration would be to 
find a reasonably satisfactory method of providing for that eventual- 
ity and in that situation, you would of course have to consider whether 
the financial structure of the Nation would stand this perhaps better 
than it could stand the financial loss because of the unemployment in 
such situations. 

If there be unemployment, and if it gets much more widespread, 
you are going to find that whether it comes from the Federal pocket 
or from the State pocket or local pocket, that these people are going 
to receive money. It can be in the form of what in effect might be 
a dole, it does not create anything at all, or it could be in a constructive 
form which would give not only employment but also the lasting roads 
that are necessary for so many purposes and which are going to be 
eventually built. That would be about the only comment I could have. 

I can see there is room for differences of opinion as to the method 
of financing it, but if the decision be made, certainly it does not seem 
to me that it would be appropriate to let a good decision be held up 
because of a legislative situation that would not allow the financing. 

Senator Caspr. If I may proceed a bit further, the proposal is com- 
plicated a little bit by your suggestion that the period for the con- 
struction of the Interstate System be reduced from 13 years to 8 years. 

Now, as you know, 3 years of the 13 years have already passed as 
far as apportionment is concerned. What we are @ dealing with now 
is the program for the remaining 10 years of the 15 years. Your sug- 
gestion of reducing the 13 to 8 and striking off 3 years would mean 
actually compressing the remaining 10 years into 5 years. 

If we compress 10 years into 5 years, ‘and then look at the financing 
picture, it intensifies this problem I was just mentioning. For ex- 
ample, under the 13-year plan, the programing contempl: ites $2 bil- 
hon and $9,920,000, as the amount for apportionment in the heavy 
years. If you took that on the basis of the old cost estimates, it would 
mean increasing that to $4.4 billion for some of those years. 

However, with the new estimate of costs running at $37 billion, of 
which, well I am not sure on this point whether that is inclusive of 
the $5 billion which has already been apportioned, but for the pur- 
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pose of the illustration, let us assume that $5 billion could be sub- 
tracted from the $37 billion, and I am not sure that is true, but if you 
subtract that and got $32 billion, and then you compress the program 
into 5 years, you have approximately $61 billion a year for a financing 
program. 

Now, the Federal debt ceiling at the present time is $275 » billion. 
The House has passed a bill to authorize an increase of $5 + idles of 
that, and I think that increase has been justified to this point on the 
basis of general Federal requirements without anticipating that it 
would include an expansion of the Federal debt liability for the In- 
terstate Highway program. If we have $1,600 million or $1,400 
million for apportioning to the interstate fund, under the way the 
revenues are now coming in, and you subtract that from the $61 
billion requirement for a 5-year compressed building program, you 
would have a requirement of $5 billion per year additional increase to 
the Federal debt ceiling. Does that not present more than a legal] 
problem ? 

Governor Furcoro. It presents a problem in—I am certain your 
figures are correct, Senator, I have not followed them completely in 
my head, but in substance I would assume there is that problem. 
But, I am satisfied that this country and this administration is not 
going to let people be unemployed and not have any income. They 
are going to be taken care of, there is no question about that. And 
if this unemployment continues, then obviously, these people are going 
to have to be taken care of and it is going to cost money. 

Senator Gorr. Governor, do you not think this 414 million un- 
employed are wondering when ? 

Governor Furcoro. That is right, without any question. 

Senator Casr. Governor, do you think that the augmentation of 
the interstate program by tripling it, as far as dollars are concerned, 
that is what your suggestion amounts to, is the best way to get the 
money to the people in the centers where this employment may be 
needed ? 

Governor Furcoro. I would certainly be glad to listen to a better 
way, whether it be highway construction or increased contracts or 
whatever it might be. When people are hungry they want jobs. 

Senator Casr. Let us be specific ; you say highway construction, you 
are talking about the Interstate System though. 

Governor Furcoro. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Now, do you think construction of the Interstate 
System on a scale three times the program envisaged in the 1956 act is 
the best way to insure the distribution of income to people who need 
it ? 

Governor Furcoro. Neither that nor any one other measure is 
going to cure the unemployment, but I am certain that it will do a 
great deal to relieve unemployment and it will provide some jobs and 
do it in a constructive fashion. 

In addition to that, not only will it provide some jobs for those who 
are unemployed, but it will also, in my opinion, give business a certain 
stimulus. 

Now, there is no question that there is widespread unemployment. 
If there is unemployment, I take the position that those people are 
going to be fed and clothed and housed and have money in order to 
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employment, or else they have to get it from some private agency or 
individual or from Federal or State, whatever it might be, and I do 
not think that the Federal Government is going to take the position 
that they are not going to spend any money to help them if it be- 
comes necessary to do so. 

So I do not like to see any increase in the debt structure or any- 
thing of that sort, but I dislike even more the idea of hungry people 
and unemployment and I am certain the Federal Government is going 
to act and they have a choice of acting either to give the money out in 
what in effect would constitute some form of dole or they have an 
opportunity to act in a way that will be constructive and creative as 
well as providing the money. 

This is at least one method of doing that. I do not think the Con- 
gress or anyone else should stop after one method. I think other steps 
should be taken, but this is at least one constructive step in my opin- 
ion and something that is going to be done eventually, I am only sug- 
gesting that you do it now. 

It may not be the right thing from a financing point of view to 
weaken the debt structure in any way, but believe me, in my opinion, 
it is much more right than to weaken the human structure of this 
Nation. 

Senator Gore. Governor, if I understand correctly, your position, 
it is one, that even because of normal needs the highway program 
should be constructed on schedule, but that a condition which did not 
exist when the Congress passed the 1956 act, now prevails, 

Governor Furcoto. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Namely, widespread unemployment. You propose 
that the highways, the Interstate and Defense Highway program, in- 
stead of being stretched out to 20 or 25 years, be accelerated to a 
schedule of 8 years, and you think that the provision of work in jobs 
in a public works program for permanent improvements is preferable 
to a dole. 

Governor Furcoro. Oh, vastly so. 

Senator Casz, Governor, if I may. 

Governor Furcoro. If I may add to that Senator, this fact. 

You see, the longer this is stretched out, in my opinion, the more it 
is going to cost, and I think that the experience of everyone who served 
in Congress backs that up. If you stretch it out, 10, 15 more years, 
your costs are going to go up, unless there has been some radical 
change of events that none of us has ever seen happen. 

Senator Gore. And so are fatalities on inadequate highways. 

Governor Furco.o. But with the reference to Senator Case’s point 
about this may cost ancther $5 or $6 billion or whatever the figure 
might be, it is going to cost the Government that without any question, 
in one form or another, but in addition to that, the stretching out of it 
actually is going to mean more costs. We have had the experience 
all over. 

Senator, I might say too, if I might digress for just a moment, 
with reference to your figure of $37 billion based on estimates, I have 
something a little bit later in my statement which indicates we may 
have reason to think there should be some reexamination of those 
estimates. Now I do not quarrel with the point at all that the esti- 
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mates are going to be higher, whether $37 billion or some other figure. 
is a matter I will touch on briefly. 

Senator Gorr. May I say just one other thing. 

Senator Case. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Governor, this committee, subcommittee appreciates 
your experience and will give careful and earnest consideration to 
your suggestion of an accelerated program. You and your highway 
commissioner are both here today. How much additional funds on 
the Interstate System could Massachusetts put under contract in the 
construction months of 1958, if this committee and the Congress made 
it available ? 

Governor Furcoro. If I might have the highway commissioner 
answer that question, I would appreciate it. My opinion is that you 
could double it, but the highway commissioner will speak much more 
exactly. 

Senator Gorr. Commisisoner, did you understand the question so 
when you come to the stand you can be thinking about it. 

Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, following up on my earlier sugges- 
tion and it is related to the question you have just asked, I wanted to 
ask the Governor a question or two based upon the reports given us 
by the Bureau of Public Roads as to the commitment of funds as of 
December 31, 1957. 

The table submitted to.the committee showing the progress of the 
Interstate System program showed that as of December 31, 1957, 
Massachusetts had obligated 64 percent of the funds available for 
1958. Now, the question I was going to ask at that point was, if we 
were to step up the program and compress it into 5 years, with the 
additional apportionments that would indicate, are you prepared to 
step up your obligation of funds in Massachusetts, when as of Decem- 
ber 31, you had only 64 percent of the funds available for this fiscal 
year committed. 

Governor Furcoro. Yes, sir, I believe we are prepared to do our 
part. 

Now, I guess as a bably everyone here is familiar with the situa 
tion, and certainly, ¢ rovernor MecNichols would be in his State I 
assume too, they say a governor proposes and the legislature disposes, 
but I believe I can spe: ak for both when I say that Massachusetts will 
do its part and fulfill its commitment. 

Senator Casr. Do you anticiapte that between now and the 50th of 
June you will be able to more than obligate the funds you have appor- 
tioned on the Interstate System at this time / 

Governor Furco.o. I am so informed by the Commissioner, with 
reference to that matter 

Senator Case. Well, we will pursue that a little further when the 
Commissioner testifies, but I might also call your attention to the fact 
that on the primary, secondary, and urban programs, the State of 
Massachusetts had obligated only 47 percent of its funds for fiscal 
1958. There are a few of the States which are obligating their 1959 
funds, but Massachusetts is just about midpoint on the primary, 
secondary, and urban, with 47 percent, and 64 percent on its Inter 
state System. 

Governor Furcoxo. I might say that I do not know with reference 
to which roads these might be, but as I understand it, to be roughly 
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another $61 million of work already advertised the summer of 1958, 
and an additional amount advertised by the end of 1958. 

On those matters, if I might beg the committee’s indulgence, I 
think you would get more accurate up-to-date answers from the Com- 
missioner, if that would be satisfactory. 

Senator Gore. You may proceed with your statement. 

Governor Furcoto. Thank you. 

Now, if we expand the Federal-State highway construction now we 
will have an increase in revenue that will “be stimulated by increased 
traflic and essential economic relief in the form of employment for 
all of the States in the counrty. 

Senator Gore. I think building highways would be cheaper than a 
serious recession or depression. 

Governor Furcoro. It would be much cheaper and certainly be a 
much better way of taking care of our people, in my opinion. 

The proposed diversions of revenues from the highway trust fund 
represent an additional threat to the completion of an Interstate 
Highway System as intended by the Congress under the 1956 act. 
Those recommendations contained in the budget message of the Presi- 
dent which would divert aviation gasoline taxes from those funds 
and drain further moneys from the fund for the operation of other 
agencies serve only to prevent the completion of an adequate Federal 
road system. 

Mr. Chairman, Massachusetts seeks only to insure that it receives 
its fair and just share of the total allocation to be made under this 
program. "The density of our population and the concentration of 
industry vital to the national defense underscores the need to insure 
that we receive sufficient mileage in the Interstate System. 

I have joined with the governors of the six New England States 
and I know that I express their desires when I urge that the New 
England States receive a fair share as intended under the formulas 
established in the act and previously mentioned here today. 

The Northeastern Atlantic States which contain almost 40 percent 
of all manufacturing plants and manufacturing workers in the Nation 
have so far received a total allocation of approximately 140 miles or 
only 7 percent of the total allocation of 2,100 miles m: ade in October 
by the Secretary and the Bureau of Public Roads. New Englana 
received a total of 10 miles and Massachusetts received only 5 miles. 

Senator Kucuer. You object to that, Governor ¢ 

Governor Furcoio. Oh, yes. 

Senator Kucnuert. Will you develop, because I do not want to inter- 
rupt you, will you develop the basis of your disagreement with re- 
spect to the manner by which the 2.000 miles have been allocated ? 

Governor Furcoio. Yes, sir, as best I can, I think I ought to point 
out that we in Massachusetts certainly do not object to any other State 
or States receiving mileage. I mean we would like to help them get it. 

Senator Kucnen. Yes, sir. 

Governor Furcoto. We do not have any criticism to make of ne 
has been allocated, that is not our position at all. What we do say i 
having in mind the needs of our State, having in mind what it con- 
tributes to the defense effort, hav ing in mind what these programs can 
do in the way of relieving the recession and bringing added employ- 
ment and in helping make New England and the Northeast section of 








218 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


the country healthier, more prosperous part of the Nation’s entire 
economy, that we are convinced that additional highways, additional 
means of transportation and getting people in and out will be very 
helpful. 

We found that to be true in the highways that have been built, we 
have found that it has been helpful to our industry, it has been help- 
ful to people who come from other sections to see our vacation areas, 
I do not want to go off here and start giving a sales talk about Massa- 
chusetts as a vacation State, but it is a subject that is close to our 
hearts. Other States have been helped, and we would like to see them 
helped more, and I can speak primarily of Massachusetts because that 
is the State I know. 

Now, it is difficult to justify such a small allocation in view of the 
large segments of new mileage allocated in some cases to very sparsely 
populated areas with few industrial plants. For example, I might 
point out that 2 of the largest allocations of 978 miles do not con- 
nect or service large cities or metropolitan areas as intended by the 
Highway Act. 

The suggestion, and I think this is an interesting point, that the 
cost of highway construction in the more industrial States is higher 
than that of other States and, therefore, the allocation to more sparse 
ly populated areas where the cost per mile is less is justified, would 
result in a new policy which would determine what the country needs 
from the Interstate System. Such a policy would, I suggest, defeat 
the very purpose of the 1956 act. 

In other words as I understand the policy as established by the Con- 
gress of the United States, the fact that an industrial State might 
have difficulties of terrain or difficulties of population, and other difli- 
culties of that nature, that would make the cost per mile more for that 
State, it was not to be a determining factor in the minds of the Con- 
gress, and if, as there has been a suggestion, that possibly because 
highway construction costs more in industrial States, that therefore 
the highways perhaps should go to those States that are not so indus- 
trial and are more sparsely populated, because the cost of the mile is 
less, it seems to me that would not be in keeping with the intent of the 
Congress, and I think that such a policy would defeat the very 
purposes of the 1956 act. 

Senator Kvcner. Do you suggest, Governor, that that has been the 
policy on which the allocations of the 2,000 miles have been made by 
the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Governor Furcoio. I would not want to have any comment with 
reference to that so much, except to say that in recent weeks, the 
Bureau and other members who have to do with allocation, have been 
talking as though the costs per mile might be more in industrial 
States, and that this was a factor that came into the decisions that 
were made. And I am satisfied that that is being used at the present 
time as an excuse where that was not to be a factor under the terms 
of the 1956 act as I understand that Act 

Senator Kucner. I think that might be developed subsequently 
for the record because on the basis of my understanding, I would 
disagree on that point, Mr. Chairman. But, excuse me again. 

Governor Furco.to. Now, following the recent scientific achieve- 
ments of the Soviet Union, Federal officials have suggested that 
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Massachusetts has been selected for the construction of two new bases 
for the Strategic Air Command. The importance of the Groton Sub- 
marine Base in Connecticut and its relation to the Boston Navy Yard 
and the Quincy Shipyards, and the industrial development in the 
electronic and scientific fields in the Boston area require, I believe, a 
new look at our applications for additional mileage. 

I might just say in passing that in the electronics and nucleonics 
fields, Massachusetts in recent years has added some 38,000 new jobs 
in those fields. There can be other more accurate statistics given to 
corroborate that Massachusetts does play an important role in these 
areas. 

Now we are in Massachusetts, the center of a great development in 
the world of basic and applied science with particular reference to 
our military and national industrial program. 

The requirements of the concerns and institutions engaged in the 
various research and manufacturing fields require adequate highway 
transportation of an interstate nature. The Interstate System is 
and should be the conveyor belt for the use of the results of this 
reasearch. 

The nature and purpose of the Federal Highway Act—stressing 
the importance of national defense, of traffic routes of military impor- 
tance, of providing transportation facilities for the manufacuring 
industries and for the maximum service to principal metropolitan 
areas, should make posible under the 90-10 Federal program, the 
immediate construction of a toll-free tunnel from Boston to East 
Boston. I urge that in your review of the most recent allocations of 
the 2,100 miles that you give every possible consideration to providing 
this badly needed crossing which would connect the routes by the 
Boston Harbor and to the airport. The recent allocation of an esti- 
mated 5 miles is far below our population growth needs and does 
not adequately provide for the metropolitan. areas and our service 
potential to the national defense. 

Senator Gore. Governor, is this particular facility upon which you 
speak a duplicate of this narrow tunnel through which I went the 
other night and found such a traffic jam ? 

Governor Furco.o. Yes, Seniited It is very badly needed. 

Senator Gore. I can testify to that. 

Governor Furco.o. When Governor Herter was Governor of the 
State, he regarded the situation as being so bad that he actually called 
it an emergency at that time and sent in an emergency message to 
point out with actual figures the number of vehicles that use it and 
the number for which it would be safe, and I am not sure exactly 
whether my memory of the exact number of vehicles, but I think for 
the purpose of illustration, this would be accurate, he found out it 
vould be safe for 18,000 vehicles to be using it and it was up around 
29,000. 

Senator Gorr. Is this a connection between your Interstate routes? 

Governor Furcoro. It should be under the program. If your com- 
mittee were to make possible the immediate construction of this badly 
needed second crossing you could provide no greater service to the 
national defense and would serve to fulfill the intent stated in the 
1956 Highway Act. 

Another point and I certainly want to urge this strongly upon the 
committee because regardless of what action : the committee may take, 
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either with reference to continuing this program as is or to speeding 
up this program or to decelerating or whatever action the committee 
may take, I respectfully request that your committee or some appro- 
priate group chosen by you reexamine the total allocations most 
recently made by the Secretary and the Bureau of Public Roads before 
any approval is given by the Congress, and in the review there should 
be a careful examination of the conflicting criteria which has been 
used in the establishment of the most recent allocations. 

There should be a uniformity in the criteria applied to the States 
request. I am advised by the Commissioner, who can speak on this 
in much more detail than I can, that Massachusetts has been discrimi- 
nated against because of a failure to establish uniformity in the 
criteria that has been used in those most recent allocations. 

Let me point out that Massachusetts was chosen for a pilot study in 
1955, when this program was being developed, and that the estimates 
which were made then were very close to the estimates which were 
submitted under the present program. At the same time, however, 
there has been a 37 percent increase in the estimated cost by the 
States of their needs under this program. Any reexamination, if this 
committee sees fit to make one or to ask any other group to do so, 
should probe deeply into the reasons for this increase and should 
establish a fair and uniform system of determining allocations under 
this program. 

The commissioner can give some specific illustrations as to lack of 
uniformity, not only in Massachusetts but undoubtedly to many other 
States who, for one reason or another, have not been uniform in the 
criteria being used. 

In closing let me express my thanks to you and to the members of 
your committee for your generous attention. Commissioner Anthony 
DiNatale of the Department of Public Works is here today, and he 
comes following a meeting that was held with the commissioners of 
the six New England States, to present further materials for your 
consideration. 

I would like to conclude merely by saying that it seems to me, 
looking at not only this program, but looking at the overall needs of 
the Nation, having in mind the present unemployment picture, having 
in mind the part that these highways play in connection with national 
defense, which is certainly a policy of the National Government, 
to have the best type interstate highways possible in connection with 
giving industry a shot in the arm and a stimulus to business and 
relieving unemployment and keeping our people working, that all 
these dovetail together so that accelerating this program will be 
helpful. 

In my opinion, delay of the program means dole. Accelerating 
the programs means fuller employment: it means help to business: 
and it creates something that the Congress and the President and 
all who are concerned with our Nation say must be created. 

We are going to have it eventually. If we do it now, we can solve 
some of these other problems at least a little bit. If we delay, we 
can do nothing to solve any of those problems at all. 

I am very grateful again for this opportunity. 

Senator Gore. Speaking as Governor of Massachusetts, do you ex 
press to this subcommittee the willingness of the State, the desire of 
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the State and the ability of the State, to complete its share of the 
Interstate System within an 8-year period / 

Governor Furcoto. I make that representation. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions / 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would like a little clarifiea- 
tion on that 8 years. Now, the Governor in his basic statement spoke 
of compressing the 13 years to 8 years. 

(rovernor FurcoLo. Might I Say this, Senator, if I may. 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Governor Furcoio. I think the main thing is acceleration and 
rather than simply come in and say acceleration without having any- 
thing to suggest, I could use the figures that I had. I would not 
quarrel seriously if the committee felt if the States were able, some 
may be and some may not be, if the States were able to accelerate even 
more than that, that in their wisdom they might feel it should be less. 
The point I wish to make is that there is not anything magic in the 
figures 13 and 8, it is rather used for purposes of illustration and that 
isthe Way I would su est if it were left to me. 

Senator Case. Bearing in mind that 3 years of allocation have al 
ready been made out of the 15, is the State of Massachusetts prepared 
to compress the remaimg LO years of apportionments Into 5 years? 

Governor Furcoto. [ would say yes. Now, on that, the commis- 
sioner of public works might have an opinion that would be worth 
much more than my own but I would Say ves; that we are so 
prepared, 

Senator Case. That isall. Thank you very much. 

Governor Furcoto, Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucur.. Governor, I think we can all agree, can we not, 
that if any attempt were to be made to keep the Interstate Highway 
program on schedule of a 13-year maximum, we would have only 
2 ways of effecting that: One would be to increase highway-user taxes; 
the second would be to borrow the money in one fashion or another. 
We must agree to that. 

(Grovernor Furcoio. | would say yes. 

Senator Kucuen. I take it you do not advocate an increase in high- 
wav-user debt 4 

(yovernor Kt RCOLO, No. 

Senator Kucnen. I take it also that your preference with respect 
to borrowing money would be by the use of what has been described 
here as the issuance of bonds to be paid from the highway-users trust 
fund exclusively / 

Senator Gore. Would the Senator yield / 

Senator Kucnuen. Yes. 

Senator Gore. I think it should be stated that there is a third way 
in which we could accomplish the goal to which the Senator has re- 
ferred and that is to dedicate to the trust. fund more of the revenues 
from present highway-user taxes, only a portion of whieh is now 
dedicated to the trust fund. 

Governor Furco.to. And no diversions. 

Senator Gorr. Well, I assure you we are going to try to stop the 
diversion. 

Senator Kucuen. If. however, we were to assume a basis for such 
a third potential, it would require a substantive change in the 1956 
legislation: would it not? 
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Senator Gorn. We are going to have to pass a bill anyway in either 
event. 

Senator Kucuet. But in respect to carrying out the present law 
as it is presently written, is it not true that on that basis there are only 
two means of supplying the moneys necessary ? 

Senator Gore. I do not think so. There is no inhibition in the act 
against Congress making an appropriation to the trust fund. It can 
be done in any 1 of 4 ways. 

Senator Kucnex. I agree, but the moment that Congress makes 
an appropriation to the trust fund, with the fiscal situation being 
what it is, is it not fair to say that that represents In essence a borrow- 
ing of money to continue the program ? 

Senator Gorr. It would represent a further call on the general 
revenue, general fund. 

Senator Kucue.. Governor, you are generally acquainted with the 
so-called Clay Commission report at the time we originally were 
considering this question of an Interstate System ? 

Governor Furcoto. Not inas much detail as I should be. 

Senator Kucuet. There were reasonable differences of opinion on 
that around this table. They were not partisan in nature. I hap- 
pened to be one who did believe that the Clay Commission recom- 
mendations were good. I supported them and, in essence, it did 
recommend with respect to the money, that a governmental corpora- 
tion be created and that it be given the right to issue revenue bonds; 
that, since they would be geared to revenue, they would not become 
an obligation generally of the Government Treasury and that, there- 
fore, they would not have any impact on the debt- limitation problem 
which was then with us as it is now. I think that probably this com- 
mittee should maybe go back and take another look at its recom- 
mendations with respect to that problem. 

Now, just 1 or 2 questions with respect to this allocation by the 
Federal Bureau of new mileage. I think many States in the Union 

made recommendations in ood faith, like your own, and I think 
that some 13,000 miles were requested collectively by the States in 
a pot containing 2,000 miles for allocation. 

The testimony of the Secretary of Commerce here was that he 
collaborated with the Department of Defense in determining what 
allocations should be made, that is to say, the responsibility of the 
Government with respect to defense was in his judgment and in my 
judgment discharged. 

As to the means of making that allocation that are written in the 
statute, do you have any quarrel with them? Do you have any recom- 
mendations for change with respect to the manner in which allocation 
of new mileage is made? 

Governor Furcoro. I might not be in complete agreement neces- 
sarily with the standards or criteria, but I think probably i in view of 
the difficulties that there were in establishing this originally, I would 
just as soon not go into that. I think actu: ally the important thing to 
consider is the needs of the State with reference to the problems of the 
State and having in mind the overall picture of the Nation. 

Senator Kucuex. You do not, I take it, advocate that the 41,000- 
mile system be increased by any legislation adding additional mileage 
to it? 
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Governor Furcouo. I would not be opposed to it, but actually m 
thought today was to try to put my testimony within the framewor 
of the 41,000. I mean I myself might feel there should be more, but 
I had not come today actually to testify on that but rather to try to 
fit the picture of Massachusetts within the framework of what has been 
established by the Congress. I think the Congress has devoted a great 
deal of attention to this problem and have done : a serious, conscientious 
job with reference to it. 

Senator Kucnet. It is not your purpose to ask this committee to 
consider enlarging the 41,000 miles of the Interstate System ? 

Governor Furco.o. I would not object to it if you saw fit to do that, 
but it was not my purpose to come here today to ask that. 

Senator Kucnen. You have no specific recommendation to make in 
that field ? 

Governor Furco.o. No. 

Senator Kucuen. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Governor, we thank you for favoring us with your 
appearance. 

Governor Furcoro. Thank you very much. I am grateful to be 
here. 

Senator Gore. Governor McNichols, the committee will be pleased 
to hear you. It was my honor and privilege to speak on the same plat- 
form with the distinguished Governor of Colorado in Denver about 2 
weeks ago, and it is my pleasure to welcome you to this committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. STEPHEN McNICHOLS, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF COLORADO 


Governor McNicuors. Thank you, Senator. I would like to say 
that we enjoyed having you in our State for that annual mining din- 
ner and at our next occasion. We would like to have the other mem- 
bers of your committee come out and visit with us. That is a memo- 
rable affair, 1 think you will agree ? 

Senator Gore. I will agree thoroughly. 

Governor McNicnors. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Stephen MeNichols and I wish to express my apprec ia- 
tion as well as the appreciation of the people of the State of Colorado 
for the opportunity to relate our views on this important question of 
highway financing for the Interstate System. 

The 1956 Federal-aid law antic ipated the completion of the 41,000- 
mile Interstate System within a period of approximately 13 years. 
From a review of the testimony before Congress and which preceded 
the passage of the law re ‘ferred to, there does not seem to be much 
question that, from a transportation standpoint, this system of im- 
proved freeways is necessary now. The only reason for the 13-year 
period was associated with the financing plan which indicated that it 
would be necessary, under the trust-fund plan, to take that period of 
time to accumulate the funds for construction. 

The above statement has to do only with the normal transportation 
within the United States and those things that should be done to 
provide a reasonable mileage of high-class freeways which would ex- 
pedite the movement of traffic on high-volume roads, with a conse- 
quent reduction in the loss of life, money and time. 
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Supplementing this reasoning of the urgency of such a system is 
the necessity of a coordinated system of highways with high-speed 
potential and the « sapehalies of handling our total military transporta- 
tion in case of disaster or enemy action which would nullify the capa- 
bilities of our railway system. 

From my background and experience with a highway planning 
committee in ¢ ‘olorado, which operated and is still operating for some 
7 years, I have long been an advocate of 3 basic premises: (1) That 
we need modern roads today, not 20 years from now, (2) that we 

should pay for these roads as we go, and (3) that taxes assessed 
aon highway users are essentially a charge associated with pro- 
viding them with a facility adequate for those highway needs. In 
this light, I believe that highway user taxes, as such, should have a 
first hen placed against them to provide the essential highways be- 
fore any other use is made of such taxes. In Color: a we believe 
strongly in this principle and our people have enacte «da constitutional 
amendment which does not permit diversion of highway taxes. 

Because of the foregoing, I have been disturbed over recent releases 
from our Nation’s Capital and which indicate that because of the new 
estimate made of the needs of the Interstate System, it might be nec 
essary to stretch out the program to i per iod of 20 years, If the h sich 
Ways are essential to handle today’s traffic, it seems hardly consistent 
with the needs of our Defense Establishment to be p lanning to pro- 
vide them 20 years hence. No one wants to believe that Congress was 
not fully informed or cognizant of the urgency of this program when 
they passed the enabli ng legislation in 1956. No one, to this date 
that I know of, has taken issue with the urgency they placed on the 
matter at that time. 

Section 209, title II, of the 1956 act, which creates the trust fund, 
leaves 50 percent of the special tax levied against trucks and buses in 
the General Treasury account instead of making it a part of the trust 
fund. In prior fiscal periods, part of the truck tax and the excise 
on tires was similarly left as a General Treasury item. This becomes 
a matter of concern because of a recent distribution from AASHO 
which stated that, while title I of the 1956 Federal Aid Act author- 
ized $2.2 billion for the 1960 fiscal period, it now appears that only 
$1.6 billion can be eee from the trust-fund source. The 
same release indicated that the 1961 fiscal appropriation would be 
in the range of $1.3 to $1.4 billion, instead of the anticipated $2.2 
billion. 

In Colorado, we have geared ourselves to the authorizations that 
were indicated in title I of the act, and actually find ourselves now 
faced with a cutback of approximately 10 percent in our total high- 
way program so that it might be accommodated to the Federal allo- 
cation. 

With the influences of recession, which are prevalent throughout the 
country, it ae not seem reasonable to cut back our highway program 
at this time. By keeping the program on schedule, we would enable 
the States to stay geared for the completion of the Interstate System 
in the 13 years; we should be able to give our economy a shot in the 
arm; and, we would provide, at the earliest possible ‘date, a system 
of freeways which are more and more a concern in the preservation 
of a system of military defense roads. 
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It is my sincere hope that the committee will give consideration to 
putting all taxes assessed against highway users into the trust fund, 
with the end result that our scheduled improvements can be kept 
in line with their original completion dates. 

It is also my belief that many basic industries, as well as the steel 
industry which is now operating far below capacity would be greatly 
benefitted if there were firm assurance that the 13-year highway pro- 
gram would be completed on schedule. At present, there is a great 
lag period between time of order and receipt of steel. Many basic 
industries would be greatly benefited and could plan accordingly by 
firm assurances that the program would be completed on schedule. 

Thank you for your courtesy. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Governor. 

That last paragraph strikes me. Why and how could it be that 
there is now a great lag period betwee n the time of order and receipt 
of steel when steel production is is, I think, less than 60 percent of 
capacity ? 

Governor McNicuots. I understand it is 50 or 60 percent less than 
capacity and I understand the reason for that is the steel industry 
was not to gear itself to a high level unless they have assurances that 
the orders for heavy equipment and steel and all the things that are 
necessary in the construction of bridges and all the items that go with 
highway construction are actually going to be placed. 

Now, if this is a stretch-out program, I think that they are going 
to change their attitude in this regard. 

Senator Gore. Is it your view “that if the C ongress would dedicate 
all revenue from highway users taxes to the highway trust fund that 
sufficient funds would become available thereby to either keep the 
construction on the present statutory schedule or perhaps accelerate ? 

Governor McNicnors. I could not say that I am familiar enough 
with the projection of revenues that highw ay users funds would bring 
in to say that it would satisfy the needs of the 13 }-year program with 
the original cost. estimates that I understand had been recently pre- 
sented in the completion of the Interstate System, but it appears to 
me that if I undersand the act right, actually, all these highw ay user 
taxes are a general fund item, but the act calls for the appropriation 
of not more than 50 percent of the taxes on trucks and buses, and I 
believe, 30 percent on rubber and other items. 

Now, I think if all those highway user item taxes were allocated 
for the construction program, that it would come very close. That 
would be my best information. 

Senator Gore. I am a member of the Senate Finance Committee. 
That committee made a report on this subject and it would appear 
from that report that a dedication of the revenues from all highway 
user taxes to the trust fund would be sufficient to at least accomplish 
construction on schedule. 

Now, Governor Furcolo, whom you heard testify, has suggested that 
in view of the urgency for economic stimulation and the needs for 
highway improvements, that this program be accelerated from a 13- 
year program to an 8-year program. 

Would the State of Colorado, in your opinion, be able to meet its 
part of the cost and provide the necessary engineering skills and con- 
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struction capacity to complete its sections of the highway in an 8-year 
period ? 

Governor McNicuors. Senator, I do not know that I would be 
able to give you a firm answer on that right now or not, but I can 
certainly find out for you. I will tell you this, we have on a self-help 
basis in our State, we have inaugurated new ton-mile taxes which were 
part of the highway program that we have been working on for some 
7 years in that State, and we have, the only inconsistency in our ap- 
proach to this problem on a pay-as-you-go basis has been that a few 
years ago, we passed a $32 million bond issue to provide us with addi- 
tional money at the rate of $8 million a year over a 4-year period, so 
that we could utilize that money in addition with our highway reve- 
nues, which are all allocated to highway use in our State and consti- 
tutionally earmarked for that purpose, so that we could complete our 
matching obligations with the Government, and I think you will find 
that Colorado has done a good job in matching its Federal money. 

Senator Gore. Well I happen to be familiar with that record. 
Colorado has never failed to match Federal funds. 

Governor McNicuots. Well these roads to us, Senator, as you know, 
all of us in the West are tremendously important, because in many 
areas, railroad transportation and other forms of transportation are 
not available, and we have long mileages, and we have difficult terrain. 

The recent allocation that the Bureau made in response to the 
Congress authorization of the 1,000 miles gave Colorado and Utah, 
that 547 miles which is going to be a tremendous impetus to that entire 
area, and that entire area as you will see on that map, as you look 
at it, there was a tremendous area of ground that had never been 
afforded an interstate highway, excepting Denver, and that cut off 
better than 200 miles to southern California and Los Angeles. And 
that area in there, is one of the richest areas in the world. That 
Colorado River Basin is one of the greatest basins in the world, fur- 
nishing strategic and basic metals, ‘lead and zine and molybdenum 
and tungsten and uranium and binadium, and all the things that are 
necessary for the defense of this Nation. And I think that, I would 
like to express here my appreciation to this committee and to the Con- 
gress and to the Bureau of Public Roads, for making that allocation, 
because I think it was certainly in the public interest. 

And I do not want to disagree with my colleague, Governor Fur- 
colo, of Massachusetts, but that area is not a primitive area. That 
great State of Colorado and the city of Denver, Denver is the largest 
city between Kansas City and Los Angeles, and it is a distribution 
point for 14 Western States, and it is out there where all of these 
great markets are developing for Governor Furcolo’s merchandise 
goods. 

[ Laughter. | 

Senator Gore. This is good, go ahead. We may call on Governor 
Furcolo for rejoinder. 

Governor McNicuots. I would like to say, in addition to being here 
as the Governor of the State of Colorado, I am the chairman of the 
western governors’ conference, which is an organization composing 11 
States. Now I do not speak here for these 11 Western States, but 
those 11 western governors are meeting in Colorado Springs on the 
23d of this month for our annual western governors’ conference. And 
at that time, I am sure there will be a strong resolution forthcoming 


————EE 
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from those governors of those 11 Western States urging opposition 
to any stretchout period. 

Now I have some telegrams from some governors I would like to 
read for the record that I have received. 

Gov. George Clyde, of Utah, stated in a telegram to me that he 
believed— 
it would be desirable for all western governors to submit strong resolutions 
supporting a speedup rather than a stretchout program. 


Now what Governor Clyde means by a speedup, I would not be 
prepared to say. 

Then I have a telegram from Gov. Millward Simpson in the State 
of Wyoming, and he states: 

Please be advised that Wyoming Highway Department is definitely committed 
to progress with the Interstate Highway System as designated in the 1956 act. 

I also have telegrams from Gov. Robert Holmes, of Oregon, who 
states: 

I would greatly appreciate it if you would be my spokesman and would like 
to join you on your appearance before the Senate Subcommittee on Public Roads 
in urging a speed year program rather than a lingering one. 

I have a telegram from Governor Rosellini, of Washington, and he 
states: 

Have just instructed William Abugee, my director of highways, who is appear- 
ing before the same Senate subcommittee in Washington, D. C., to contact you 
immediately to discuss this State’s position regarding the Interstate Highway 
construction program— 
and I understand Mr. Abugee is here to speak for the State of 
Washington. 

I also have a telegram here from Gov. Charles H. Russell, the 
Governor of Nevada. He states this: 

Speedup of Interstate Highway System essential. Would aid employment at a 
time when needed. 

I have a telegram from Gov. Hugo Aaronson, of the State of Mon- 
tana. Hestatesthis: 

Montana Highway Department favors continuing highway program on present 
13-year plan with existing mileages. 

I also have a telegram from Gov. Goodwin J. Knight, Governor 
of California, who states: 

It is California’s position that with regard to financing the construction of 
the Interstate Highway System that the Federal Highway Act of 1956 which 
contemplates completion of the program in 13 years is satisfactory as enacted. 
That it should not be amended in any major particular that further Congress 
should be urged to approve the estimate of costs as now submitted by the sev- 
eral States; that the 1959-60 apportionment can be made and so that we can 
get on with the work. In light of economic conditions any delay or major 
change at this time is not advisable. You may feel free to read this telegram 
to the Senate Subcommittee on Public Roads. 

Cordially, 
GOODWIN KNIGHT. 

Now, I would like to make a remark, if I may, Senator, about some 
problems in connection with gearing a State to match this money that 
we are talking about and when we talk about recessive influences, 
I think that there is nothing that we could do at the present time 
which would give more stimulus to unemployment than to continue 
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this 13-year program and to allocate all of the highway-user funds to 
that program, because every State in the Nation has some of these 
roads and the economic effect of that overall stimulant, I think, would 
be a great thing for the Nation. 

Senator Gore. Is there a need for economic stimulation in Colorado ? 

Governor McNicuots. Well, there certainly is. There is, I think, 
in most every State. We have great industries there, Weblo, C. F. & L., 
Colorado Fuel & Iron Co., that, furnishes a great deal of steel for 
that area, and there have been many layoffs and in Grand Junction 
and through many areas in the West. 

That particular program, together with a restoration of the funds 
for reclamation, I think, would do more for this country than any 
other thing that they could do, because, as I say, the development of 
that Upper Colorado River Basin, which furnishes 72 percent of the 
water for the upper and lower basin States, seven States, instead of 
cutting that back, and building our projects outside the continental 
limits of the United States, and I understand we have built some 189 
of them, and I am not quarreling with Federal aid to depressed coun- 
tries or I am not opposed to a reasonable amount of Federal aid, but 
I certainly do not think that the United States ought to be building 
projects at tremendous costs and then letting our own economic con- 
ditions sag, and lag, when the development of that great basin and 
other great river basins throughout the Nation could be a great aid 
to the economic and the military security of this country. 

I think those two things, I think we asked for $75 million for those 
great main-stem projects on the Colorado River, and were cut better 
than half, and I also, in connection with the President’s proposal to 
build post offices, that is a fine thing and the Nation needs a good 
postal system, but I think the Nation needs the developments of its 
resources more than it needs a great expenditure of money which on 
these post offices, which is not the kind of expenditures that are wealth- 
producing expenditures. 

These river-basin projects create new taxpayers and develop the 
Nation on a long-term base and, I think, are much more important 
because these projects are self-liquidating. The sooner you build them 
the sooner the Government gets back money and I think those are the 
ones we ought to be directing our attention to primarily. 

Senator Gorr. What you are really saying here, Governor, it seems 
to me, is the difference between an expenditure in an investment budget, 
and in the expenditure budget. The development of reclamation proj- 
ects and hydroelectric projects is truly an investment budget, truly 
in the sense that it is an investment in developme nt which, as you say, 
is self-liquidating, income-producing. The advanced planning which 
has been done already on reclamation projects, and river- valley proj- 
ects, and highway projects, make them, and that is true also in the 
case of post- office buildings, for which sites have been bought, and 
plans have been drawn, making them available for the earliest possible 
effectuation. 

Now others may differ with me, which they have a right todo. They 
may not view the economic oe as seriously as I view it. I see 
very serious danger signals. I do not believe this Nation need suffer 
the rigors of a depression, but I think it is time we were utilizing some 
of this bac klog of projects and public works and public-improvement 
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developments in order to give the needed economic stimulus to safe- 
guard the country from slipping into a serious situation. 

Governor McNicuors. I certainly agree with you, Senator, and 
when the Government announced and the Bureau of the Budget t and 
the administration announced that they were cutting back reclamation, 
and announced a stretchout program, and, of course, all our people 
in the West run for the storm cellar, and it gives aid and comfort to 
the psychological effects of a recession rather ‘than have people willing 
to put their money in their investments in long-term projects, they 
then retrench and that is something that we can’t stand at this time. 
1 agree with you, that this recessive talk can be very damaging to the 
economy and create a psychological condition that is very difficult. 
And the only way that I think you can counteract that 1s for this 
oreat Government, and our Own State governments, to demonstrate 
our faith and restore the confidence of the people that there is not 
going to be any recession in this great country. 

Senator Gorr. If we shore up confidence in the future, instead of 
increasing concern about the future, then that will provide the greatest 
economic stimulus within our capacity. 

Governor McNicuots. I think that is certainly correct and I have 
some clippings from some of our local newspapers. I have some clip- 
pings here from the Denver Post, under recent date of February 12, 
where it says: 

Jobless up to 50 percent in the Denver area. 

I have’ another clipping of the same date, February 12, from the 
Denver Post: 

Cc. F. & I. and the Rio Grande Railroad feel heaviest recession pinch. 


Now these things are bad for this country, and L think if our Gov- 
ernment is willing to demonstrate its confidence, and restore confidence 
of the people, we : will have no rec ession and there is no need for one. 

Senator Gore. This condition then is not confined to the State of 
‘Tennessee / 

Governor McNicuors. No, sir, it certainly isn’t. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Governor, I think you made a helpful statement to the committee, 
and all of your points will be given consideration as we work over 
the problems ahead of us. 

I should like to ask you first, whether you think that funds for 
interstate highways, for the Interstate System, would be more useful 
in providing ‘employment i in the State of Colorado or additional funds 
for the primary and secondary systems ¢ 

Governor McNicuors. I think that is a matter of judgment, Sena- 
tor. There can be no question, those main-line interstate defense high- 
ways are the main arteries of our transportation. The primary and 
secondary systems, and the other systems that benefiit from aid, from 
the Federal Government, are equally important to the overall needs 
of the country. But I think we have to have this Interstate System 
because I think the fact that we class it as an Interstate Defense Sys- 
tem, that classification itself indicates the importance of it to the 
Nation. 
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Senator Case. What about from the standpoint of relieving unem- 
ployment i in Colorado ? 

Governor McNicuoxs. It would do a tremendous amount. 

Senator Casr. Which would give you the greater benefit ? 

Governor McNicuors. With this allocation of new mileage of the 
State, if that were included in the program, that would probably be 
one of the main projects of the State, because that would involve the 
construction of possibly a tunnel, it would do a tremendous amount. 
I do not want to in any way belittle the importance of the other match- 
ing system, because it is tremendously important. 

Senator Case. The governor of my state has said many times, he 
has much more demand for secondar y system projects than the alloca 
tion of the State permits. I wonder if that was exclusive to South 
Dakota. 

Governor McNicuors. We have a good program in our State and 
we have set it up this way. We have a Seaiie ation system where 
we grade all of our primary and secondary highways, we grade them 
just like you grade a child in school, as to site distance, curvature, and 
all of the things that go into the makeup of a road. And we grade 
that road, and 70 gives a road a passing grade. And when we hs ave 
roads that are all classified from on the basis of normal points of 
traflic origin to normal points of destination, we regard that as a.seg- 
ment in a classification road, and when a road has been completed, 
that goes to the top of the list, and then the word “road” gets the first 
priority, so that we have a revolving program that is working out 
very well in our State, and it is scheduled for comple tion under a de- 
signed program. We have taken the time and the effort to evaluate 
every mile of road in that State, and every bridge and every structure 
has been evaluated on a need basis. 

Senator Case. So that determines its priority ? 

Governor McNicuors. That determines its priority. 

Senator Case. Do you have a factor in there for the relief of un- 
employment / 

Governor McNicuoxs. A factor for the relief of unemployment? 

Senator Casr. Are you going to grade priority of your roads now on 
the basis of unemployment that the jobs would take care of ? 

Governor McNicuots. No, because whenever a job is created, then 
the employment goes to the job. It is like creating a great power 
project, whenever you create them, industry comes to ‘where the power 
is and you develop your situation that way. And that is the same 
thing with our roads. We have no trouble in getting engineers. 

Senator Case. Your people move to where the jobs are ? 

Governor McNicuots. Certainly they would. We have a great 
mining industry out there, that is rather significant in many of its 
aspects, but if there were markets for minerals, strategic and base 
minerals, and it was profitable, those areas would be loaded with talent 
of all kinds, technical help, common laborer, all kind. They come 
where the jobs are. 

Senator Casr. Of course we have the problem here ahead of this 
committee of determining what the apportionments will be, and what 
authorizations will be made for the primary and secondary systems 
along with the action on the Interstate System. I am just trying to 
find out whether or not you think the acceleration should be only on 
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the Interstate System or whether there should be any acceleration on 
the primary and secondary ? 

Governor McNicuors. I think the primary and secondary systems 
could stand some help, but I think that is a judgment of the Congress 
whether it thinks so. 

Completion of this Interstate System has more national significance 
than the completion of the other system. They generate the traffic 
that goes on and travels on those arterial highways. 

Senator Case. What about the State of C olorado, would you rather 

see the money increased on the Interstate System or on the other? 

Governor MeNicuots. I would rather 

Senator Casr. Or both ? 

Governor McNicuots. I would certainly like to see sufficient money 
on the system to complete the Interstate System and bring it up to 
date, because we are perhaps a more peculiar State than some, we 
have a tremendous tourist traffic. We have many scenic wonders out 
there that people come to see. And we would like to see that Inter- 
state System completed, because they would come to Colorado, and we 
want them there. And it is one thing we can sell, that they don’t take 
away, they leave it there for other people to enjoy all over the Nation, 
all the national parks, but I think there ought to be a good balance 
worked out and I think you ought to get the opinions of the various 
highway engineers, chief engineers, as to what the balance should be 
in each particular State between the Interstate System and the other 
system ; some of them, maybe, are more advanced. 

Senator Case. Would you ask your highway engineer for an opinion 

yn that ? 

Governor McNicnors. I certainly will and I will be glad to furnish 
it to you. 

Senator Case. Have you started work on the tunnel yet ? 

Governor McNicnors. No, we have not. The only thing that we 
know out there, since our good friends to the west of us, Utah, have 
accepted the designation, the only thing that we know now is that we 
have three terminal points. We have a point leaving Denver; we 
have a point where the new interstate highway will cross the Colorado 
State line where Highway 50 crosses and then at Cove Fort. My 
understanding is that the Bureau of Public Roads must approve of 
the interim terminal points between these three which the road will 
traverse before we know where to go. 

There would be no sense of our making an effort to construct a tun- 
nel when we do not know whether or not the Bureau of Public Roads 
would approve of that particular route that we select. We want to 
select a route that is most beneficial to Utah and California and all 
our neighbors. 

Senator Case. Have you submitted a proposal on the tunnel ? 

Governor McNicnots. No, we have not. I had planned to try to 
get in to see the Bureau of Public Roads to clear in my own mind 
what the machinery and the approach to the problem is and how we 
can do it. 

Senator Case. Have you the money to go ahead with the tunnel ? 

Governor McNicnors. Our legislature ‘has authorized an expendi- 
ture of up to $18 million on the “tunnel under certain conditions and 
there are a lot of conditions that I would like to discuss. 
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Senator Case. The condition that was told to this committee was 
that you have a designated Interstate System that would utilize the 
tunnel. 

Governor McNicuots. That is one of them but the thing that is 
worrying me, not worrying me but the thing I would like to find out, 
for instance, is whether or not the Government would approve of, for 
instance, a toll tunnel or whether they will not. I understand they 
have to have free routes which are available at or near the tunnel 
sites and a lot of other things that are involved. 

So I am trying to find ‘out and we plan to proceed with this just 
as soon as we ‘possibly can and are willing to do anything in the State 
that is necessary to be done to get it going. 

Now, if the Bureau insists that highway users benefits are one of 
the principal considerations, and when you have that to consider, we 
want to put that route where it will do the most good and where it 
will benefit the most people and show the most user benefits. 

Senator Case. I think the State of Colorado has made a very com 
mendable showing in its obligating of the peertiments, both under 
Interstate System and under the ABC roads. The figures which 
were submitted to us by the Bureau of Public Roads gave the figure 
of 67 percent obligation on the Interstate funds for fiscal 1958 as of 
December 31 and of 51 percent on your ABC apportionments. 

Governor McNicuots. We will do much better than that but we have 
been spending our time, as many other States have, in acquiring 
engineering talent and the technical talent that is necessary to pro- 
gram the expenditure of the money. Now if you know that you are 
going to have your program on a 13- year basis or whatever is deter- 
mined, you can then make firm commitments on a long-term basis to 
engineers, which are very difficult to get. 

We have been realistic about our salaries for these people in trying 
to acquire them and if there were any stretch-out on this thing, it 
would seriously inhibit our whole department because we have geared 
it up. 

Senator Casr. The suggestion has been made that it be accelerated 
and I think you supported the idea of acceleration. 

Governor McNicuors. I did. 

Senator Casr. You have in mind 8 years of the 13 have already been 
apportioned for? 

Governor McNicuotrs. Yes. 

Senator Case. And you have heard Governor Furcolo’s suggestion 
that the 13 years be compressed to 8, which would mean compressing 
the remaining 10 years into 5. Would the State of Colorado be pre- 
pared financi: ially and engineeringwise to double the program for the 
next 5 years? 

Governor McNicuots. Senator, I am just not able to tell you what 
the effects of an 8-year program or a 5-year program would be. 

Senator Casr. When we are talking about an 8- year program as 
compared with a 13-year program, we are talking about a 5-year 
program as compared with a 10-year program for what remains be 
cause 3 years have gone. 

Governor McNicuors. I thing we would be well satisfied to see the 
13-year program stand with an allocation of all the highway-user 
revenues allocated to the program. I think we would be very satisfied 
with that. 
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Senator Case. You would be satisfied if we maintained the schedule 
that was proposed in the 1956 act ? 

Governor McNicuots. It is the first time in the history I know of 
public financing of highways that we have had a definite program 
on a program basis and I think it is a highly desirable thing and I 
think it lends itself to real consideration by the Congress because of its 
stability in setting out a realistic program that you can accomplish. 
I think it is much better than either stretching it out where it 1s not 
beneficial or squeezing it up to the point where you cannot accomplish 
it. 

Senator Casr. Where you either face additional bond issues or 
raise the levies. 

Governor McNicuors. I like the pay-as-you-go and we have done 
that. 

Senator Case. You have said that Colorado had authorized a $32 
million bond issue ? 

Governor McNicuots. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That will provide you with $8 million a year? 

Governor McNicuots. We have already had two bites off of that. 

We had allocated $8 million and I think we now have $16 million left. 

Senator Case. If there were an acceleration of the interstate pro- 
gram, do you think that you could float additional bonds or raise 
levies to speed it up ? 

Governor McNicnots. I am sure that our people would be more 
than willing to dothat. I presently feel that without a further study 
of our tax schedule, I am not sure that perhaps the trucking industry 
in our State and the passenger-car industry and all of those who pay 
the taxes would be able to stand any more than they are presently 
being charged, but we have an adequate system and that system is 
geared to this program and it will pay for it and complete it. 

Senator Casr. That is on the 13-year program ? 

Governor McNicnors. Yes, sir. We had a new system that we put 
in on this ton-mile system which was based on all the equitable con- 
siderations that we could determine and we spent a great deal of time 
studying it and we have allocated our highway charges back to the 
highway users in direct proportion to the benefit that each highway 
user gets from the use of the highways and we have done that on a 
highly scientific basis, using all the new information on the road tests, 
Malad, and. Washo, and we are keeping up our program with all those 
scientific developments. 

Senator Case. Governor, you have no criticism or complaint on 
the method used by the Bureau of Public Roads for alloc ating addi- 
tional miles ¢ 

Governor McNicuors. No; I do not, because I think the Bureau 
of Public Roads is one of the most objective bureaus in this Govern- 
ment and I think unless you can show the Bureau of Public Roads 
that the highway is beneficial, that it meets all the criteria that they 
have developed over a long period of time, then they do not allocate 
that road and I think their procedures are fair and I think they con 
templ: ite all of the necessary elements in the formula. 

Senator Case. And they used a sensible scale in making the deter- 
minations that were made 

Governor McNicuors. Aside from the delightful fact that we got 
a large chunk of that mileage, I still say that perhaps even if we had 
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not, that the Bureau would not have given us that road had we not 
been able to justify it and we did justify it and we got it and I have 
nothing but the greatest admiration for the Bureau. 

Senator Gore. ‘Slight difference between the 7 miles and 500 miles. 

Governor McNicuots. One thing I would like to point out to you 
though, just in regard to that designation of what was done, that 
road { traverses an area and passes by one of the greatest resources that 
this Nation has, and that is this oil-shale area where we have 1,200 
billion barrels of oil locked up in that shale. That can be one of the 

reatest things for the security of this Nation, I think, that we have, 

cause that is our Middle East and, in the event of war or military 
consideration, the Great Union Oil Co., and other companies have 
now dev eloped a process where that is a commercial development and 
I think it is going to be one of the great things for the Nation. 

It is going ‘to mean a great deal to that area as it probably will take 
a quarter of a million to a half-million people to serve that industry 
that will be located in that Grand Valley of Colorado and the oil shale 
is not only in Colorado, it is in Utah, Nevada, and Wyoming and it 
will benefit all of those areas. 

Senator Cass. I would like to say, Governor, I welcome your state- 
ment because I was the one who offered the amendment to provide the 
additional miles on the Interstate System, and the Colorado-Utah 
connection there was one of those which we used as an example of the 
need for some links to have a truly National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways. I think that anyone who looks at the map, which 
is before the committee there, which 1s labeled “National System of In- 
terstate and Defense Highways,” would have to say that red line 
which represents the connection from Denver west to Cove, Utah, on 
the map seems to be an important link in the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways. 

Governor McNicuors. I certainly thank you and all of our people 

rant to thank you and the Congress. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuen. Governor, in your statement, you have suggested 
that one of the premises on which you have formulated your own 
thinking in this field is that we should pay for these, and I am quoting, 
“We should pay for these roads as we go.” The intention, I am sure, 
with which this committee passed the 1956 hirhwrv lerislation, and 
I think with which the Congress itself approved it, was that the money 
would be available for a 13-year program of 40,000 rvles. That is 
just not so today. The problem, therefore, if this Congress were now 
to undertake legislation to provide for a 13-year provram, forgetting 
for the moment any recommendation that it be less, is a problem of 
money. Again, that puts this Congress deadbany "p against the 
proposition, Do you want it to be pay as you go by increasing highway- 
user taxes or do you want to go into deficit finance ‘ing? 

Governor McNicnots. Are you sure you have to increase highway- 
user taxes if you put it all into the fund? Are yon definite on that? 

Senator Kucuen. No; Iam not. 

Governor McNicucts. I think that is one thing we oucht to find out 
and make the necessary projections on revenues and ere how it squares 
with the program and, if it does not square with the program, then 
I think that the entire Nation, and I believe that a1! of the States 
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would be willing to do whatever was necessary to get this System built, 
because it is such an important system to the country. 

Senator Kucuen. Assuming, however, that even if there were 100- 
percent dedication of highway users’ tax revenues, that the money 
would not be sufficient to continue the system to completion in 13 years 
overall, would you recommend to this committee that it consider the 
possibility of increasing highway users’ taxes ? 

Governor McNicuots. I would first recommend to the committee 
that in considering that problem that they ask the States to reevaluate 
their entire tax machinery. By this, I mean when we passed the 
ton-mile tax in our State, which I think is the only answer to the 
oroblem, which also answers the interstate problem that the truckers 
I ave—lI tried to point out the effort toward a uniform system through- 
out the country which would relieve the trucking industry and I use 
them because I think they probably pay the lion’s share of this except 
for perhaps the passenger car—and reevaluate their tax-collection 
machinery by setting up ports of entry on our own ton-mile system 
and by the enactment of that ton-mile system, which uses the two 
factors of weight and distance as the measurement and the basis = 
the law, we have increased our collections by some $7 million a yea 
and that collection system is now only perhaps 60 to 70 percent effic ent 
largely because in the institution, we did not set it up on a total basis. 

We have been setting it up piecemeal and finding out where we 
made our mistakes and not repeating them in our installations. That 
port of entry system has distributed the payment of the tax burden 
over all those who should pay it. 

Now, we have many seasonal industries such as peaches, onions, and 
potatoes and all those things and truckers come from other States 
and get those things. With this port of entry system, we have an 
accurate way of determining who is in our State and we discriminate 
against no one; we charge everyone the same price to haul 1 ton 
1 mile in our State and it has enabled us to get all of our taxes from 
all those who ought to pay them and I think it is a tremendously good 
system and it will increase the revenues perhaps without making any 
increase in truck taxes because you get everybody that ought to pay. 

Senator Kucue.. How do you put what you have just said into the 
Federal picture? I mean, are you possibly contending that the States 
should pay a larger portion of interstate construction ? 

Governor McNicuots. I am saying that there are many States, for 
instance, you point out here, who lag in their ability to pay for even 
the money that is provided. Now, by seeing that they collect all 
the taxes from all the highway users and apportioning the taxload 
among the users on the basis of benefit they receive from use of the 
highways, they then actually provide themselves with more matching 
money to match the Federal money. 

Now, as you say, that does not come directly into the Federal pic- 
ture, but the Federal Government could enact laws which would aid 
the trucking industry on an interstate basis because they have to have 
a number of license plates; they have all kinds of problems that they 
are involved which would save them in the payment of taxes, if they 
were relieved, and then, if the program did not fit, you would be justi- 
fied in raising highway-user taxes because you would be reducing their 
problems and the outh Ly of their revenue so they could afford to pay 
more taxes perhaps. 
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Senator Kucue. In other words, your thought is that there may 
be a reasonable basis by which the Congress could consider ine reasing 
some of the highway-user taxes? 

Governor McNicnots. I think so. I think that these roads ought 
to pay for themselves and I think that those who use them and bene- 
fit from the use of them ought to pay their share and that is, of course, 
the problem, the distribution of the taxload among the various high 
way users on an equitable basis, 

Senator Gore. Would ars Senator from California yield a second / 

Senator Kucnuer. Yes, si 

Senator Gort. The atl Finance Committee in its report. esti- 
mated that the receipts from the highway-user taxes for the period 
1957 through 1972 would total $55,460 million. It is estimated that 
the revenue from the highway-user taxes which was dedicated to the 
trust fund— 

Senator Ku CHEL. For interstate purposes now, Senator / 

Senator Gore. For the highway trust fund, would amount to $38 
billion, so there is a difference of approximately $17 billion which if 
dedicated to the trust fund would more than amount to the accretion 
in cost estimates which have been submitted to this committee. I 
thought you would like that. 

Senator Kucner. Indeed I do, and I think it is something which in 
spite of the fact that our coimittee has no jurisdiction over it, ought 
to be completely informed on. I think the Department of Commerce, 
the Bureau of Public Roads, ought to supply that sort of data to this 
committee for purposes of information, as well as to the other com- 
mittees on which you sit. 

Senator Gore. I am not sure that this committee is without juris- 
diction. This would not be the levying of revenue, it would be a legis- 
lative act as to dedication. That might be something we need to talk 
tothe Parliamentarian about. 

Senator Kucuen. Right. I think that is highly important because 
apparently the stumbling block on the orderly details tion which was 
contemplated is one of money. Some States, Ohio, for example, has 
performed excellently and apparently is well into its 1959 application. 
Other States have had their problems and I do not quarrel with the 
States. I think in the instance of our own State, and as the Senator 
from South Dakota has indicated, Colorado has done well. The fact 
that some States have been able to utilize theirs more rapidly is just 
one of those things which exists in this kind of a republic. 

Senator Case. Would the Senator yield on that topic you have just 
been discussing ¢ 

Senator KucHe.. Yes. 

Senator Case. I think that the point, Mr. Chairman, which the Sen- 
ator from California raises as to jurisdiction of the committee is ex- 
ceedingly important and I think that the staff really ought to go into 
that. When we were wor king on this problem a year or two ago, I 
talked to the Parliamentarian, I guess it was in 1956, I talked to the 
Parliamentarian and he called my attention to a fact that a decision 
of the Supreme Court on the Cotton Futures Act, I think back as far 
as 1915, found a measure unconstitutional because it started with a 
Senate number and it dealt with the revenue. 

Senator Gore. Levied taxes. 
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Senator Case. It amended the tax laws and at the same time, the 
Parliamentarian told me that he felt that we could not carry under a 
Senate number a valid piece of legislation which amended the revenue 
laws, that the bill would have to carry a House number. We could 
amend it, we could do that, if it came over here with a House number 
but that we could not enact it under a Senate number because in that 
Cotton Futures Act, the Court pointed out we could not go behind the 
fact that the bill originated in the Senate. 

Senator Gore. The bill to which the Senator referred and with 
which I am familiar arose out of a contest which began with the 
constitutionality of a bill on the basis that the bill, though amended in 
the House of Representatives, had originated in the Senate. There- 
fore, it violated the constitutional provision that all revenue measures 
must originate in the House of Representatives. 

The point I was undertaking to make here that the disposition of 
revenue is an entirely different matter from a measure of levying 
taxes. It is a matter to which we would need to give consideration 
and I will, with the concept of the committee, ask the staff to look into 
that matter. 

Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucnen. I think it is an excellent suggestion, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Governor, another one of the premises which you laid down is one 
that is most appealing to me. As a matter of fact, your State of 
Colorado and mine of California, have both seen fit by vote of the 
people to adopt into the Constitution, a restriction against the use of 
highway users’ taxes to any other purpose than the building of streets, 
roads, and highways within the jurisdiction. 

We are going to have a problem here that has not been mentioned 
here this morning and that is whether or not those people who pay 
highway user taxes but do not use the highways ought to be exempted 
from the payment or if not exempted, “entitled to a refund. Your 
State and mine and you and I agree that highway users ought to pay 
for the highways that are built. 

[ remember when I was a State comptroller, we had the problem of 
refunds for farmers, for example. Do you follow that same theory 
of letting the farmers have their money back ? 

Governor McNicnots. We give it back to them. 

Senator Kucnen. Can you make a comment to the committee with 
respect to aircraft who do not utilize the highways but who are 
required to pay the taxes? What would your view be on their moral 
or ethical claim for some type of relief ? 

Governor McNicuors, I am sure that in our State we do not assess 
taxes on aviation gasoline. Their theory is that they do not use their 
aircraft on the highway but the fact that you have an airport out there 
and people who use that airport, in almost 100 percent of the cases, 
they come out by way of motor vehicle transportation, buses or cars, 
or one way or another, and they pay their taxes when they approach 
the airport and use the roads that are adjacent to the airport. 

Now, you can get this thing I think to a ridiculous level because 
almost every citizen benefits from highways in one way or another. 
Motels, restaurants, ever ybody benefits but when you get to trying to 
assess the relative benefit that any one industry or group receives, how 
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far away they are from the highway, and so forth, it is a very unreal- 
istic way to doit. You cannot figure it out. 

Senator Kucnet. Your basic premise, however, is that highway 
users should pay for the construction of highways and that highway 
users taxes should be restricted to construction and repair of high- 
ways? I take it that would be the same premise that you view any 
Federal legislation, at least generally speaking, as you would view 
it from a State standpoint ? 

Governor McNicnors. Yes,I thinkso. I think that the users resent 
the fact that they pay the highway taxes and yet the highway user 
revenues are allocated for other purposes. 

Senator Kucner. Or vice versa. I have no judgment on it. It has 
been a problem that has arisen and again here is an example of some- 
thing over which this committee would not have any specific jurisdic- 
tion. I think it is essentially a problem of revenue—that is my think- 
ing. 

Governor McNicriors. The way we work it out, we actually made a 
great deal of effort in trying to determine how much of highway use 
was made by farm trucks and we took a spot check of thousands and 
thousands of farm vehicles and found out that their average travel was 
off the highway and what it was on the highway by actually taking 
speedometer readings all over the State and in every area and we deter- 
mined—I think we assessed them on a factor of about 10,000 miles a 
year—it was actually closer to 5, so on that basis, we returned them 
their money because they did not use it on the highway. They were 
using it on farms, and the tractors and other things did not go on the 
highway. 

Senator Kucnen. Let me tell you that I thank you very much for 
what to me has been most helpful, Mr. Chairman. 

Governor McNicnors. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Governor, if I may ask you a summary question, the 
essence of your recommendation to this committee is, is it not, that 
the Congress determine and find a way to at least keep the construction 
of the Interstate ard Defense Highway System on schedule ? 

Governor McNirnors. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. You recommend that as a means of doing this that 
the Congress should prevent any divergence of highway user taxes 
from the trust fund: snd second, to dedicate all highway user revenue 
from all highwav user taxes to the trust fund 

Governor McNiwnors. Yes, sir, and that they have a continuing 
program whereby continuous evaluation of the system is made to see 
what its attrition is, what the average life of these average highways 
ere, and all of that, so we can have a continuing study of the thing 
as we go along, and «hen we complete the 13-year program, we will 
then have the basis «nd eroundwork laid for the continuation of an- 
other program to go hack and reconstruct and maintain these highways 
that we have alread~ built. 

Senator Gorr. “nd vou maintain this is necessary, desirable and 
essential from the standnoint of defense, highway safety, economic 
progress and that '» sedition to these things, we have the need for 
stimulating the economy ? 

Governor McNicrors. Yes, sir. It could not be better said. 
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Senator Gore. Governor, the committee thanks you very much. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Senator Gorr. Senator Cooper. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Senator Coorer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to file for the record 
and in your hearings, a memorandum which has been prepared by 
James W. Martin, commissioner of highways, for the Commonwealth 
of Kentucky, and which has been transmitted to me by Hon. A, B. 
Chandler, Governor of Kentucky. Dr. Martin has asked me to present 
this memorandum to the committee. 

Senator Gore. It will be included in the record. 

(The memorandum is as follows: ) 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Hon. A. B. Chandler, Governor 
From: James W. Martin, commissioner of highways 

If the Congress of the United States should immediately make available addi- 
tional Federal aid for highways, this department could effectively utilize the 
money. Exactly how fast we could move, and how effectively from the point 
of view of relieving unemployment, would depend on the terms of the grant. 

Even though there is considerable unemployment in many parts of Kentucky, 
the greatest distress is in the eastern and southern parts of the State. The 
most serious problems are in the mountains and more or less southward from 
the inner bluegrass. If Federal aid secondary money were available in a large 
amount, the department could almost at once let contracts to use it—and pri- 
marily in the sections of Kentucky most in need of employment for the popula- 
tion. Over a long period, the engineering staff has worked up and obtained 
rights-of-way for measurably more mileage than the State could finance. 

If additional support were made available but restricted to one or more of the 
other categories of established grants, the department could effectively use the 
money. Except for a few million dollars worth of Federal aid primary projects, 
there would be slight delay for engineering and right-of-way acquisition. More- 
over, both the Federal aid urban and Federal aid primary projects would fall 
more heavily in the area of the State where the interstate highways are located 
than would be the case as to Federal aid secondary projects. 

The existing financial flexibility is possible because of the availability of bond 
proceeds to match Federal-aid money. 

If additional Federal aid is made available, more effective employment objec- 
tives could be attained. Without having made special inquiry, I am confident 
this would be true of other States. Greatest employment achievements of all 
would result from making money available for highways without any restric- 
tion as to use on the Federal-aid system. Kentucky has millions of dollars 
worth of projects not eligible for Federal aid under present law which could 
be made ready for contracting in a short time. 

For a State like Kentucky which has comparatively limited interstate mileage, 
this year is a peculiarly unfortunate time to shift the basis of Federal aid for 
interstate highways as contemplated in the Federal highway aid law. In the 
studies recently submitted to the Congress, such a change in policy would appar- 
ently cut more than 40 percent from Kentucky's allotment in the course of 2 
years. 

JAMES W. MARTIN. 


Senator Copper. As the committee will note, the memorandum has 
been initiated because of the desire of the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
to speed highway construction for the purpose of alleviating unem- 
ployment in some sections of our State. This memorandum goes fur- 
ther and deals with the apportionment of funds to the State. 
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I might say that the State of Kentucky in 1956 voted a $100 million 
bond issue. It has available State funds to match Federal funds 
but at this point it has obligated the Federal apportionments that have 
been made. 

While this memorandum does not discuss this matter specifically 
to which I will now refer, Dr. Martin in a telephone conversation with 
me asked that I bring it before the committee. He is very anxious 
that the committee consider and urge the administration and the Bu- 
reau of Public Highways to advance its apportionment for fiscal yea 
1960, as I understand. 

Senator Gore. You want to advance it from November to what 
month ¢ 

Senator Cooper. To either July or August. 

Senator Gore. I have talked to members of this subcommittee whose 
States are likewise petitioning such an advancement. The apportion- 
ment in November comes so late in the year that it is difficult for the 
States to be adequately prepared to initiate construction and take 
advantage of the full construction months the following yeai 

Senator Cooper. Thank you. I know you, of course, as chairman 
of this subcommittee, and as members, you are very familiar with 
this problem. Dr. Martin made the same point in the conversation 
with me that if the announcement of apportionment is delayed until 
December, it comes at a point where, of course, their program will be 
further delayed. 

a made the point that if the announcement could be made in July 

August, and it was certain or at least reasonably certain that such 
announcement could be made, that in the intervening period engi- 
neering work could be done and the State then would be i ready to begin 
construction upon the announcement of apportionment, 

I do hope that the committee will urge the Bureau of Public Roads 
to take this action. It would help very much in our program in Ken- 
tucky for its long-range good and it also would have some effect upon 
unemployment in Kentucky. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Senator Cooper mentioned this prob- 
lem to me a few days ago. 

Senator Coorrer. Yes: I have talked with Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I have been thinking about that some and I see Mr. 
Turner of the Bureau of Public Roads is here. I should like to, if the 
Chair would permit, I would like to direct a question to him and if he 
does not want to answer it now, I would like to have him consider it. 

The law provides, of course, that the Secretary of Commerce shall 
keep in touch with the Secretary of the Treasury ‘and then that appor 
tionment shall be made when the Secretary of the Treasury can tell 
him how much is going to be left in the trust fund after the ABC roads 
are taken care of so that the apportionment can be then made for the 
Interstate System. Would it not be possible for the Bureau of Public 
Roads to make an apportionment in July or August, based upon what 
the Secretary of the Treasury then can safely say will be in the 
trust fund / 

Now, to illustrate what that would involve, when we passed the 
Highway Act of 1956, we made a supplemental authorization for the 
several highway funds for fiscal 1957. Fiscal 1957 was originally 
taken care of in the 1954 act but the 1956 act made an augmentation of 
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each of those funds and you made a supplemental apportionment to 
take care of that additional money. 

In the same manner, could you not make an apportionment in July 
of the funds that are clearly going to be available in the opinion of 
the Secretary of the Treasury as he will see them in July, and then, 
along in December, make up a supplemental apportionment of what- 
ever additional receipts have come from the levies ? 

Mr. Turner. I can answer that right now, Senator. We have 
already looked into that as one way of remedying the trouble that 
Kentucky and some of the other States have. If we made any EPR 
tionment of any amount earlier than about December of this year, we 
would run a defic it in the trust fund. So that if we made an saeee 
tionment of $500 million or any other figure, we would run a deficit, 
so that we could not—— 

Senator Casr. For the interstate apportionments / 

Mr. Turner. For either one. 

Senator Case. Of course, you would take out the ABC roads first ? 

Mr. Turner. If we made the apportionment for ABC or interstate 
in any amount prior to about December, we would run a deficit at 
some later date in the trust fund. 

We have looked into that and we could not do it. 

Senator Case. I think, Mr. Chairman, it would be desirable— 

Mr. Turner. If I could offer a suggestion of another way we are 
thinking about to possibly relieve this trouble would be to make the 
apportionment certificate in July or August, but make the effective 
date of it in December. That would permit States to go ahead and 
plan and make some obligations of their own, but they could not spend 
any of that money but ‘they could plan on it. Would that satisfy 
Kentucky’s problem / 

Senator Coorer. It would not. 

Mr. Turner. It could be done. That would remedy the problem 
in a number of States, we know. 

Senator Cass. If that were done, would that make it possible for the 
States to obtain right-of-way ? 

Mr. TurNER. They could not spend any money ; no, sir. 

Senator Case. But they could make their surveys, they could make 
their route selections / 

Mr. Turner. Yes, they could go ahead with planning and all of 
the preliminary work up to the point when they would actually begin 
obligating the money. 

Senator Casr. And actually obligate the money in December ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Senator Casr. But you could give them an index in July of what 
they were going to get ? 

Mr. Turner. We could make an advance announcement of what it 
would be, of the money that they would have available for obligation 
in December. 

Senator Casr. Of course, I think, Mr. Chairman, possibly before we 
reach July, Congress may have done something with respect to this 
whole matter. Possibly a dedication of a larger portion of some of 
these user taxes. But, in the absence of that, at least, it seems to me 
the Bureau of Public Roads should do what Mr. Turner has now indi- 
rated that they might do. 
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Senator Gore. Senator Cooper, I agree with the validity of the 
oints you raise. Other States have it and I am not sure that all 

tates will not feel the same. I shall undertake, and I think I can 
speak for the subcommittee, it will undertake to develop a means of 
accommodating this situation. 

Senator Case. I can assure the chairman he will have my support. 

Senator Coorrr. I will not delay the committee. Ido want to thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, for your con- 
sideration of this problem. 

I have talked, as Senator Case said, to him. I have always been 
able to talk to the distinguished chairman and others, but I do hope 
that the committee will consider means by which this matter could a 
corrected. I would assume it would require some efforts toward the 
maintaining of the integrity of the trust fund. But, whatever it is, 
it is a serious problem and particularly now because of much talk of 
unemployment and it would be very helpful to my State. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you for calling this problem to our attention, 
Senator Cooper, and we ‘shall undertake to deal with it. 

The committee will next hear from Mr. Greer, chief engineer, Texas 
Highway Department and past president of American Association 
of State Highway Officials. 


STATEMENT OF D. C. GREER, CHIEF ENGINEER, TEXAS HIGHWAY 
DEPARTMENT AND PAST PRESIDENT OF AMERICAN ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Greer. I am a member of the five-man team of highway officials 
that was to appear before you. My intention was to restore your 
confidence in the manner and tell you how the highway departments 
number and mark the major highway systems. I prepared that in 
writing. I have given it to the secretary of the committee. 

Since you are pressed for time, I would ask that merely be included 
in the record and I will not take up any time on that subject. 

Senator Gore. Your prepared statement will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


NUMBERING AND MARKING OF INTERSTATE AND UNITED STATES HIGHWAYS 


The plan for numbering and marking of the United States system of highways 
was devised by a Board appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture in March 1925. 
This Board was appointed at the request of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials, and its membership consisted of representatives of the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the various State highway departments. The Board was 
charged with the responsibility of not only preparing a general plan of number- 
ing the highways of interstate character but also of adopting a system of uni- 
form signs and traffic control devices. 

The numbering scheme was developed by a route-numbering committee ap- 
pointed by the Board, and the principal details of the system are as follows: 

1. Routes of prevailing east and west traffic are given even numbers, and 
routes of prevailing north and south traffic are given odd numbers. 

2. The principal east and west routes are given the multiple of 10 and, of 
course, end in zero. The only exception to this scheme is Route 2, which was 
used to avoid the use of zero alone. 

3. The principal north and south routes end in 1, and are given the numbers 
1, 11, 21, 31, ete. As there were more north and south routes than could be 
numbered in this scheme, aoe ending in 5 were assigned to routes of second 
importance. 
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4. To provide for expansion of the numbering system after all two-digit 
numbers were assigned, the scheme of prefixing the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, etc., was 
adopted, thereby providing numbers with 3 digits. 

5. So far as possible all routes were numbered consecutively from north to 
south and from east to west. 

In connection with this United States numbering plan, as evolved and per- 
fected, it has been found necessary and expedient to recognize and establish 
business routes, bypasses, alternate routes, and temporary routes. 

At the same time the route-numbering plan was being developed, a committee 
on signs was at work on the development of the uniform signing and marking 
procedure. The procedure was produced in manual form and received wide- 
spread recognition. It soon became apparent, however, that the use of standard 
Signs had a great value on roads and streets under control of other agencies 
than the State highway departments, and their use was expanded to county 
roads and city streets. 

In recognition of the fact that a uniform system of signs and traffic-control 
devices were not solely the responsibility of the highway department, the Insti- 
tute of Traffic Engineers became a partner of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials in the development and preparation of the Manual on Uni- 
form Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways. They were also aided 
by the National Conference on Street and Highway Safety, which is now 
known as the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances. 
These three organizations now function through a joint committee made up of 
membership from all three groups. 

The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways, 
with its subsequent revisions, has been adopted as an American standard. The 
traffic-control devices included in this manual are very common nowadays, and 
everyone realizes, for example, that the shield with its white background and 
black letters is the United States route marker, that the diamond-shaped sign 
with the yellow background and black letters is a warning sign, and that the 
octagon-shaped sign is the stop sign. The widespread use of the uniform 
system of signs and traffic-control devices by the State highway departments, 
counties, and cities has been a major factor in the safety, convenience, and 
orderly movement of both local and long-distance traffic. . 

The American Association of State Highway Officials, through its route num- 
bering committee, which is a subcommittee of the executive committee, being 
composed of top highway officials, carries the responsibility for the numbering 
and marking of the United States system of highways. 

The following general policies deal with the marking and numbering of United 
States highways and each case is decided on its individual merits after being 
carefully studied in line with these policies : 

“Before approving any addition, change, extension, revision, or reduction in 
the United States numbered road system, or the numbering or marking of any 
United States numbered road, the executive committee shall consult the State 
highway department of the State or States through or within which such addi- 
tion, change, extension, revision, or reduction is located. 

“The State highway department, by a favorable vote on the adoption of this 
program and policy, agrees and pledges its good faith that it will not erect 
United States markers on any road or take down or change the United States 
markers on any road without the authorization, consent or approval of the 
executive committee of the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
notwithstanding the fact that the changes proposed are entirely within that 
State. 

“No additional road shall be added to the United States numbered road sys- 
tem, and no existing United States road shall be extended except where there 
is a definite showing of an adequately improved highway carrying an estab- 
lished and necessary line of interstate traffic not otherwise provided for by 
existing United States routes and for which traffic adequate service cannot be 
provided by State route numbers. 

“Extension of present United States numbered routes may be made only 
when the proposed extension is'in the general direction of the present route. 

“Proposed extensions shall not be made when, to do so, it is necessary to 
duplicate United States routes already established, unless the duplication is for 
a short distance and the routes then diverge, ending in different terminal points. 

“No new United States route located wholly in one State shall be established. 
United States routes, less than 300 miles in length, heretofore established and 
located wholly in one State, shall be eliminated either by consolidation with 
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other United States routes or by reverting to State routes, as rapidly as the 
State highway department and the executive committee of the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials can reach agreement with reference thereto. 

“The executive committee shall encourage the State highway departments in 
the development of continuous State route numbers extending into 2 or more 
States rather than the establishment of additional United States numbered 
routes, and shall encourage the substitution of continuously numbered State 
routes for relatively short United States routes now located in 2 or more States. 

“No new divided numbers (such as U. 8S. 96—-W and U. 8S. 96—-E, ete.) shall 
be adopted. Existing divided United States uumbers shall be eliminated as 
rapidly as the State highway department and the executive committee can 
reach agreement with reference thereto.” 

The numbering and marking plan for the National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways has also been the responsibility of the American Association 
of State Highway Officials, and that association has been governed in its ac 
tions by its statement of purpose and policy which is quoted below: 

“The National System of Interstate and Defense Highways known as the 
Interstate System will be a part of the State highway systems of several States 
and the District of Columbia and will therefore be maintained, operated and 
policed by those jurisdictions. It therefore becomes the responsibility of the 
several States to mark and number the system. 

“Since these highways join centers of population and defense establishments 
and join with the major international highways at the Mexican and Canadian 
borders, they constitute a nationwide network of the most important highways: 
therefore for the convenience of the motorist there must be continuity and a 
uniform pattern of marking and numbering these routes without regard to 
State lines. 

“In arriving at a route marking and numbering policy the following guides 
shall be used by the association : 

“1. The executive committee shall determine and assign the numbers to be 
used in marking the routes of the Interstate System. 

“2 For easy and instantaneous identification of routes, a maximum of only 
two digits will be used in the numbering system, except where it is desirable 
to add the suffix N., E., S8., or W. to properly mark a route. 

“3. That there will be no interstate route bearing the same number designa 
tion as a United States numbered route in any State. 

“4. That sufficient room be left in assigning numbers to the routes of the 
Interstate System to allow for future expansion of the system and keep the 
numbering pattern in sequence. 

“5. That no area has any vested right to any route number. 

“G. That the routes be so marked as to give maximum continuity between 
major control points, and that dual interstate numbering be held to a minimum 
consistent with proper travel guidance. 

“7. That United States route numbers may be used in conjunction with inter- 
state-route markers where the United States route leads into the interstate 
route, follows it for a reasonable distance, and then departs again from the 
interstate route. 

“8. That interstate highway patterns in urban areas be carefully numbered 
and marked for the safety and convenience of the traveling public, and to in- 
sure uniformity of practice that each State highway department is to submit 
its plan of numbering and marking of such urban areas to the executive com- 
mittee for approval prior to the erection of markers. 

“9. That a distinctive, easily recognized route marker—shape, color, and 
sizes—be adopted and universally used.” 

The procedures used in preparing a numbering and marking plan for the 
Interstate System paralleled in many ways the procedures used in developing 
the numbering and marking plan for the United States system of highways. 
The executive committee of the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
through its route numbering committee, assigned the numbers for the Inter- 
state System. Even numbers were assigned to east-west routes and odd numbers 
were assigned to north-south routes, with the numbering sequences starting in 
the West and South respectively. The numbering plan differs from the United 
States system numbering plan, however, in that the route numbers are limited 
to a maximum of two digits, except where it is desirable to add the suffix 
N., E., S., or W. to properly mark a route. 

In selecting a distinctive design for the Interstate System route marker, each 
State was requested to submit a suggested design for the consideration of the 


Pim 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 245 


route numbering committee. A total of 76 designs for the route marker were 
submitted, and by process of elimination, this number was reduced to 4. Full- 
size markers of the four remaining designs were made for study under various 
light, weather and background conditions. The final design selected for the 
interstate-route marker is a shield of different size, color, and shape from that 
used for the United States route marker. The route marker will be 36 inches 
in overall size, with the border and legend a reflectorized white. The back- 
ground will be reflectorized red at the top and reflectorized blue at the bottom. 
The legend “Interstate,” the name of the State, and the route number will be 
earried on the marker. 

A smaller, 24-inch size interstate shield will be used on intersecting United 
States or State routes or major arterial streets to indicate an interchange 
junction or intersection with an interestate route. An 18-inch trial-blazer marker 
will be used to direct traffic in urban areas to the interstate route. 

Since the use of the interstate-route marker off the system to indicate business 
routes, alternate routes, etc., shall not be permitted, work is now underway 
on plans for signing into and through towns and urban centers. 

It has been demonstrated that signing, as developed over the years for con- 
ventional, non-access-controlled highways and streets, is not satisfactory for 
the Interstate System, and it has been necessary to develop a system of highway 
signing that will be fully adequate in an environment of high-density, high-speed 
motor-vehicle traffic on modern controlled-access highways. The work of de- 
veloping this system of highway signing was assigned to the American Associ- 
ation of State Highway Officials’ Committee on Traffic. A proposed Manual on 
Signing and Pavement Marking for the Interstate Highway System was pre- 
pared by this committee and submitted to the executive committee for review 
and editing. The proposed manual was then submitted to the various State 
highway departments for comments and suggestions, after which it was revised 
to incorporate the thinking of the majority of the States. The manual has now 
been submitted to the various States for balloting on its adoption. 

The proposed signing standards for the Interstate System will differ from the 
signing standards for the conventional types of highways and streets primarily 
in that they will provide larger backgrounds, legends, and borders; they will 
provide a distinctive green background color for major guide signs; they will 
provide for higher types of reflectorization and/or illumination; they will pro- 
vide for greater use of overhead signs; and they will provide for more advance 
signs for traffic interchanges. 

A tremendous amount of study and effort have been given the development of 
the numbering, signing, and marking standards for the Interstate System to 
make them commensurate with the other design feasures of the system and to 
provide the greatest possible degree of safety, convenience, and pleasure for the 
traveling public. 


Mr. Greer. I judge from the comments of the chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee that you are interested in the dilemma in which 
we now find ourselves and the possible remedies for that particular 
dilemma ? 

Senator Gore. Yes, and vou have heard two distinguished governors 
this morning and you heard telegrams read and T have other tele- 
grams from other governors. The States seem almost unanimous in 
their desire that this program be accelerated. I know of no State 
highway cominissioner or State governor who supports a stretchout 
of the program beyond the 13-year contemplated period. 

Now, I know of no one who has appeared before this committee or 
perhaps who can speak with more practical experience and knowledge 
of a highway program than you. Now, with that buildup, will you 
tell us whether Texas could meet its part for an accelerated program 
to an 8-year period on the one hand, and secondly, whether Texas could 
be ready to put under contract within the construction months of 1958 


more Interstate Highway funds than is presently apportioned to the 
State / 


a 
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Mr. Greer. May I build up to that, Senator, just by saying this. 
I would be derelict in my duty if I did not save Senator Case the time 
of looking up our record here. Texas has finished one-sixth of the 
mileage that has been finished in the Nation on the Interstate System. 
We have completed more miles than any one State. 

Senator Gore. Texas had to find some way to be bigger than every- 
body else. I am glad you found it. I knew you would find it some 

Way. 

Mr. Greer. We are in the top third of under contract moving today. 
You will find by looking in the record, we are in the top third in the 
1958 money on the interst ate. You will find by looking in there that 
we moved over on January 31 to the 1959 money on the ABC. Weare 
spending it—our people need it, our roads need it and we are putting 
it under rubber. I think that somewhat qualifies me than to move on 
in your question here by saying that Congress establishes the highway 
policy. You did that with the act of 1956. 

Let me admit to you that most of us on the State level read only 
title I. We could not understand title II or maybe did not want to 
read title II. As you remember, there is one curve for revenue and 
another for expenditures when you analyze title II. They do not 
match. 

Senator Gore. I want you to know this committee did not write title 
II. 

Mr. Greer. I remember—they were married at a later date and 
there is a little conflict in that you established good policy, we thought 
on the State level, and from your policy we built up a head of steam. 
I am taliking about all the States including the State of Texas. You 

take the curve, you kicked it up and got on two billion two and went 
across like this [indicating]. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Greer. Now, as I see the curves in title IT, they get below that. 

Senator Gorse. I think the former Secretary of the Tre sasury was 
strictly responsible for that curve and he is no longer with us and 
maybe we can dispense with his curve also. 

Senator Case. Of course, if you are going to s say that, you are talk- 
ing to a man from Texas and he might point out the present Secretary 
is from Texas. 

Mr. Greer. Wait, I speak for one State and I think it represents 
probably a cross section of the States. I feel there is a little wilting, 
you might say. We got up this head of steam, we are sitting there 
with our motor running and the car all cranked up and ready to go. 
All of a sudden we find ourselves with two things that have been 
thrown at us. One is the delay of apportionment, : as explained here 
by the Senator and others that have appeared before you. That is a 
jolt within itself. 

The second jolt is what might be called the deficiency of the trust 
fund pattern. Both of us have wilted to a degree. We must not let 
that happen. We have gained momentum and we must not let that 
momentum fall back. Now, how can we do it ? 

That is what you have been trying to find out and I think that you 
are moving in the right track. I will not repeat the things that have 
been brought out. 

I think Senator Case prebably found out a moment ago from Mr. 
Turner about that apportionment business. I had thought, since the 





Oe 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 247 


first call came on the ABC in the first place—I think you ought to 
pass the Chavez bill exactly as written on the ABC. That is an in- 
cremental increase. That is a good system of roads. It touches the 
heartbeat of our total Nation, unemployment, anything else, any 
way you want to put it. That is a good deal and you ought to pass 
that. 

Of course, we ought to have as early apportionment on that as we 

an because 12 States are alres ady in the 1959 money on that pattern. 
Maybe some of them do not need it but certainly parts of them do. 
That gives you impetus and keeps the momentum going. 

Now I had thought apportionment, as brought out by Senator Case 
in the interstate, might keep the wheels rolling on that. Mr. Turner 
points out that at some future year that might cause a deficit in the 
trust fund and I am sure they know that. We do not qualify as 
financiers down in Texas, so we just have to leave that up to them, 
but earlier apportionment is necessary and certainly desirable. That 
is No. 1 

No. 2, I think you have got to get back, if you possibly can, on at least 
the 13-year schedule. Most of us are geared for that, we are ready 
for it, and we can put that money to work. 

Now today is the first time I have heard of possibly compressing 
it into 8 years. Naturally, whatever the Congress shall feel that it is 
financially able to do and will tell the States “and give us just a little 
time to gain additional Moment, just a matter of throwing more 
coal into ) the boiler because we already have up the steam that we need 
for the 13-year pattern, I think we can cope with anything that you 
can set policy on and give us the money to spend. 

Senator Gore. That is fine, insofar as it goes. Again I say that 
others may not be as conc erned about the economy and condition of 
our national economy as I am. I am deeply concerned. Maybe my 
concern stems in part from conditions in my State but from testimony 
that we — heard this morning, these considerations are not con- 
fined to Tennessee. I am inter rested, therefore, in acceleration in 1958. 
Now, will you come to that point ? 

Mr. Greer. 1958, as far as my State goes and I can only speak for 
my State on this score, we can put under the rubber, under contract, 
certainly all the ABC that is available. That is one. 

Two, on the interstate, we are geared to the 13-year deal and in 
1958 we can put every dime of the money that is available to us under 
contract. Am I answering your question ? 

On the 13-year deal, if we have to cut down, of course we have to 
slow her down. That is all there is to it. 

Senator Gore. You would have no difficulty in putting all funds 
available under the 13-year schedule under contract in 1958? 

Mr. Greer. That is right, sir. 

Senator Gore. All right. What about more than that? 

Mr. Greer. I would have to gamble on that. Again, it takes a little 
time to get up momentum as we have on this thing here. I believe we 
could put more than that if you could see fit to find the money for it. 
Certainly, we would make every effort to do so, I can guarantee you 
the 13 years which at present look we are not going to get. 

Senator Gore. In other words, under the present legal restriction 
and provisions of the budget, you are going to have to slow down? 

Mr. Greer. That is right. 
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Senator Gore. Rather than accelerate / 

Mr. Greer. That is where we stand. On debating it in our own 
minds, we thought maybe we would not slow down, just run on until 
we ran out of money about July and quit for the rest of the year. 
That is not good. 

Senator Gore. July is when an upturn is predicted. We do not 
want to stop in July. 

Mr. Greer. Tht is not good for our contracting profession, the peo 
ple that supply this material. It ought to be on an even keel. 


Senator (FORE. You heard (vovernor M« Nik hols speak oft the value 


of having a definite program and staying with it 

Mr. Greer. That is right. 

Senator Gore. You are giving us a specific in that regard. 

Mr. Greer. I would remind you that mm your wis lom you did put 
a section into this act—I want to refer you to it if I can find it here 
in my notes—209 (d). That is over in title II. [believe you said you 
all were not the authors 

Senator Gore. Do not assign that wisdom to this committee. 

Mr. Greer. Section 209 (d) may be neutralized by the Byrd amend 
ment, which is on the back end of that 


Senator Case. I am afraid it is in the 2 amendment. ‘There 
are several places where it carries In parentheses “exc luding advances 
repayable,” or “excluding repayable advances.” If you would strike 


out of the so-called Byrd amendment all of those references to it, then 
this section you refer to would become operative where you could 
borrow against the future apportionments, but I doubt that you 
can in view of that clause because of those parentheses “excluding 
advances repayable.” 

Mr. Greer. It was our thought 209 (d) originally was put in there 
to keep that curve up near what you had intended in title I by a bor 
rowing process within the finance of the Federal Government. But 
the B yrd amendment, I believe, does neutralize that. 

The other possibility, the only other thing, of course, is the highway 
user taxes injected in the fund, which has been mentioned here and 
you ciated out the figures. We had it figured out to about one million 
three a vear not now in the trust fund, which is about the figures, I 
believe, you gave. 

Senator Gore. In other words, you concur in a general way with the 
statement I made that if all the revenue in the highway user taxes 
were dedicated to the trust fund, it would be adequate for the program 
on schedule ¢ 

Mr. Greer. Based upon our calculations, it would do the trick: 
ves, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Now, when you go to Texas, will you take the regards 
of this committee to your commission and express to them our appre 
ciation for them lending you to this committee for a day. 

Mr. Greer. I will be very happy to do so. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. The committee will meet at 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the committee was adjourned to recon 
vene at 2 p. m. of the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. ‘The subcommittee will come to order. 
Commissioner DiNatale, the committee will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF ANTHONY N. DiNATALE, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC 
WORKS OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. DiNarave. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
to you regarding the 1958 Federal highway bills now under your con- 
sideration. My name is Anthony N. DiNatale, commissioner of public 
works of Massachusetts. 

The intent and purpose of the Federal Highway Act of 1956 cannot 
be successfully fulfilled without a review of the recent allocation of 
2,100 miles on the interstate program. 

According to the formula used by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
mileage was to be allocated: (1) To serve national defense; (2) to 
connect as directly as possible the maximum number of cities of certain 
population groups; (3) to include principal traflic routes of military 
importance; (4) to provide tr ea ition facilities for as much as 
possible of the manufacturing industry; (5) to provide maximum 
service to principal metropolitan areas, 

As Governor Furcolo has advised you, no recognition has been given 
to our recommendations for additional Interstate Highway mileage. 
Yet, we are a vital factor in the economy of the Nation and New 
England, and very important to our national defense. Our requests 
for mileage include routes to serve industrial and defense requirements. 

[ wish to recommend, if I may, to the members of this committee that 
the entire 2,100 miles recently allocated by the Secretary of Commerce 
in October be reconsidered, with a view toward adjustment. 

While I do not question the sincerity of the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration or the Secretary of Commerce in awarding this mileage, 
I do feel that they failed to recognize the importance of Massa- 
chusetts and New England in the overall industrial and defense posi- 
tion of our Nation. 

We are, in Massachusetts, the center of world development in basic 
and applied science, with particular reference to our military and na- 
tional industrial program. 

I understand that at the request of this committee or the Secretary 
of Commerce, the needs reports of 12 States are being reviewed by 
the General Accounting Office. 

In fairness to all, the needs reports of the 48 States, we think, should 
be reviewed. 

One of the principal drawbacks to accomplishing the construction 
of the Interstate System will be the rehabilitation of the numerous 
families dislocated. 

In the case of owner-residents of property to be taken, our right-of- 
way laws and the reimbursement policies of the Bureau of ‘Public 
Roads are, we think, adequate. 

The December 1956 rulings of the Bureau of Public Roads with 
regard to rehabilitation costs of tenants should be restudied, partien- 
larly in their application to urban areas. 

We expect to obtain State legislative permission to attempt to pro- 
vide relief to displaced families who are tenants along the interstate 
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routes. I believe that Federal participation in the cost of such rehabili- 
tation should be included in this national highway effort. 

In the face of our rising unemployment, I believe more emphasis 
should be placed on alleviating the hardship suffered by tenants com- 
pelled to relocate. 

It is our belief that spurs or approaches to the Interstate System 
should be considered an integral part of the system itself and should 
be included in the cost of the Interstate System. 

Under present rules, interstate funds are available only to the ramp 
termini at interchanges. This requires that the access roads to these 
interchanges from the traffic generators to be served must be provided 
for from other funds, other than interstate funds. 

In Massachusetts, it appears that for several years to come all of the 
so-called ABC funds will have to be spent in a corridor close to the 
interstate system. All] other areas of our State will be without necried 
new road construction due to this concentration of funds and efforts in 
the interstate corridor. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to report the opinions of 
the six New Sngland State highway commissioners, obtained at a 
meeting February 5 of this year in Boston. 

The results of this meeting are summarized in the following resulu- 
tions which were adopted unanimously : 

(1) Diversion of funds from the highway trust fund. It was 
unanimously agreed that no diversion be permitted. 

(2) The matter of stretching out the number of years beyond the 
13 years to complete the Interstate System. All agreed that the 
Interstate System be held to the 13 years or less. 

(3) In regard to the distribution of the recent 2.100 miles allo- 

cated by the Secretary of Commerce. Representatives of the 6 New 

England States wholly agreed that a review of the mileage by the 
Secretary of Commerce should be conducted for the purpose of al- 
locating to the New England area its rightful share of mileage on 
the Federal Interstate System. 

Massachusetts recognizes its responsibility in the construction of a 
highway system, as evidenced by the fact that we have spent far in 
excess of the Federal Government in Massachusetts in the past 8 
years on major highway construction. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my thanks to you for the privilege 
of appearing here. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Commissioner, would the State of Massachu- 
setts be in a position, in your opinion, to match a larger amount of 
ABC funds than is presently apportioned to Massachusetts? 

Mr. DiNaratez. Well, directly the answer would be yes. However, 
I would like to qualify it by stating that we are primarily interested 
at the moment in the Interstate System rather than the secondary 
and urban and primary roads. We have just recently had a legis- 
lative bill passed which gives us additional $200 million. This puts 
us in a splendid position to participate, Massachusetts’ share, on the 
Highway System. 

Therefore, the acceleration which we are asking for to help allevi- 
ate the unemployment situation, is more or less of a double-edged 
sword, it would seem to me. No. 1, although I heard testimony this 
morning that it was talked on the 8-year—and the 8 years, deduct- 
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ing the 3 years means it must be completed within the 5 years—it 
would seem to me that what we are striving for—I am all for this 8- 
year period incidentally—in the next 5 years we could very easily, I 
think, participate in Massachusetts’ share and it would not necessarily 
mean that our roads on the Interstate System would be completed at 
this time, but would be all allocated. Then by completion time it 
would be an additional, it would seem to me, 2 to 3 years. So in effect 
the program would not run a total of 8 years, but would run a total of 
10 to 11 years. 

Senator Gore. Conversely, that would be true with respect to a 
13-year period. There is always the timelag between the letting of a 
contract and completion of a contract. 

Mr. DiNaraue. Correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. So that would be no different, would it not, whether 
we have an 8-year period or a 13-year period or a 10-year period or a 
24-year period ¢ 

Mr. DiNarate. Well, it would in this way, Senator, that if all of 
the contracts could be awarded within the next 5 years, your pro- 
gram is accelerated that much more. 

Now it won’t be completed of course until the last contract is com- 
pletely paid for. That would run into another additional 3 years. 

Senator Gorr. Yes. Let me ask you one other question. Would 
Massachusetts be able to utilize and put under actual construction ad- 
ditional moneys other than that already apportioned for 1958 ? 

Mr. DiNarate. I am sure that the people of Massachusetts have 
proven their ability to accomplish this fact. Right now, as I stated 
before, we have an additional $200 million, with an extra rider author- 
ity to borrow, and therefore I see no reason at this moment why Massa- 
chusetts would not be in any other position but to match its funds with 
the Government. 

Senator Gore. Well, my question did not concern matching. You 
have said funds to match additional funds, but would you ‘be able, 
have you made the necessary advance planning, have you acquired the 
necessary rights-of-way, that if you had avails ible today for Massa- 
chusetts another $25 million, for the Interstate System, could you put 
it under contract within the construction weather of 1958? 

Mr. DiNartate. Yes, sir. I should like to add, if I may, Senator, 
that of the 450 miles that Massachusetts has been allocated, 159 miles, 
or 35 percent, have been completed to open traffic. Now the balance of 
our mileage is, with the exception of 15 miles, in one stage or another, 
namely, either in the basic study, design or under construction or of 
course open. That is a hundred percent, or 98 percent; all but 15 
miles are at this point now. 

In addition to this, 48.6 percent of our total allocation is either under 
construction or open to traffic. 

Senator Gore. Then you could place under contract and into actual 
construction in 1958 additional interstate mileage? In other words, 
you could, Massachusetts could, handle its proportionate share of an 
accelerated program ? 

Mr. DiNarare. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. DiNatate. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Whitton. 
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STATEMENT OF REX M. WHITTON, PAST PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Wurrron. Mr. Chairman, I am Rex M. Whitton, chief engin- 
neer for the Missouri State Highway Commission and a member of 
the legislative committee of the “American Association of State High- 
way Officials. 

It is both gratifying and an honor to me to appear before this com- 
mittee and to report to you on methods the States have used in pre- 
paring for Congress an estimate of cost for completing the important 
national system of interstate and defense highways. 

May I assure you in the beginning that we have made every effort 
to compile a true and accurate estimate. I hope that what I have to 
say will be of value to you in your deliberations and your final recom- 
mendations, to the end that this Nation and its highway users soon 
will have the highway system they so urgently need and that is so 
vital to our national defense. 

You know, of course, that section 108 (d) of the 1956 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act requires that a detailed estimate of cost of completing 
the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways be sub- 
mitted to Congress early this year. Certainly no accurate estimate 
applicable to the entire system ell be obtained unless a uniform 
system of computing it was used by all States. 

With this in mind, early in 1956 personnel of the Bureau of Public 
Roads began the task of compiling a manual of instructions the States 
should use in preparing and submitting their individual detail cost 
estimates. 

Then, in August 1956, representatives from 3 State highway depart 
ments, Massachusetts, Washington, and Missouri, together with Bu 
reau of Public Roads officials of the 3 regions in which these States are 
located, were called in to consult on the manual. It was reviewed 
and discussed in every detail. 

With minor revisions, the manual generally was approved by those 
attending the conference. However, before submitting it to the States 
for general use it was decided that the 3 States represented at the 
conference would give it a trial run by making test studies with it 
on several routes in their States, to determine its workability. 

Those tests completed, a sec ond meeting of the same group was held 
in Washington, in October 1956. Reports were made then on experi- 
ences of the test. studies and some revisions were made in the manual’s 
procedures where necessary, in accordance with experience gained 
while making these experimental estimates. Following this review 
the procedures were adopted and the manual was placed in final form 
and distributed to the States. 

We from the States who participated in the preparation of this 
manual very definitely have a feeling of satisfaction in the finished 
product, are proud that we had a part in preparing it in its final 
form, and believe we have made a worthwhile contribution to carry 
ing the road program forward. We also are convinced that proce 
dures set up in the manual represent an excellent method to assure 
uniform procedures in all States that will provide estimates consistent 
with traffic needs and as required under the 1956 Federal-Aid High 
way Act. 
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Truly, I believe the first sentence in the manual fully explains its 
purpose : 

This manual is issued to establish uniformity in estimating procedures among 
the States. 

Immediately upon final approval, publication and distribution of 
the manual, meetings were scheduled and held in each regional office 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. Representatives from each of the 
States in the individual regions attended and the manual was ex- 
plained and discussed in detail. 

Time was recognized by all as an important factor, since the esti- 
mate to be made represented a tremendous amount of work and be- 
cause it was necessary to complete the undertaking in the States by 
July 1, 1957. This was required in order that the Bureau of Public 
Roads would have sufficient time to review and analyze the estimates 
and prepare a report for you at the specified time. 

The importance of assigning well qualified and sufficient personnel 
to complete this high priority work both accurately and within the 
prescribed time limits has been recognized and emphasized both by 
the State highways departments and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

In Missouri i, for example, the work was divided to take advantage 
of various engineering personnel with specialized training for certain 
phases of our estimating proc ‘edure. Responsibility for coordinating 
the effort, providing the necessary traflic estimates, assembling the 
data and preparing the final report was assigned to our division of 
highway, planning. 

To aid in more accurate estimating, the Bureau of Public Roads 
in October 1956 prepared and submitted to all States a manual de- 
scribed as a guide for forecasting traffic on the Interstate System. 
This guide was designed to bring maximum uniformity into the traftic 
estimates in the respective States. 

Using both this traffic forecasting guide and traffic data we have 
accumulated through the years in Missouri, our traffic engineers pre- 
pared traffic forecasts on the various routes and sections of the In- 
terstate System in Missouri. When this work was sufficiently ad- 
vanced, the necessary road capacity was det ae 

Those sections of the Interstate System in Missouri cross the Mis- 
souri State line into Iowa, Illinois, Kihuiand, Oklahoma, and Kansas. 
To make certain that our studies were all-inclusive and accurate, when 
our traffic estimates were completed we communicated with the high- 
way department in each of these States to double-check our traflic 
estimates at the State lines with estimates made by the adjoining 
States. 

In every case we found the estimates so close that no change in 
design standard was involved. Also, the traffic forecasts made inde- 
vendently by the other States were very close. This supported our 
belief that by proper use of the data at hand and the guides fur 
nished the results would be reasonably consistent. 

Our estimates on the number of traffic lanes necessary on the various 
routes to accommodate the expected traffic were determined in accord- 
ance with the Highway Capacity Manual. This manual was pre- 
pared after er research by a committee of the Highway Re- 
search Board, the Nation’s most widely accepted authority on the 
subject. 
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With these preliminary studies completed, a half dozen of the top 
engineers, in our Division of Surveys and Plans at our main office, 
were assigned the task of making the detailed cost estimates of the 
various routes. These men were selected because of their outstanding 
ability and thorough qualifications by both training and experience 
with this phase of highway engineering in Missouri. They worked in 
close contact in the office with each other, thus assuring the use of uni- 
form methods in obtaining the estimates. 

Estimates on cost of the rights-of-way involved where made in de- 
tail by our own rights-of-way personnel in the seven district offices in- 
volved and the urban office in St. Louis. Only those agents thor- 
oughly familiar with current property values in the area were used 
on this phase of the study. All property was appraised tract by tract, 
or lot by lot, with separate appraisals made on all improvements. 

Preliminary engineering work was already in various stages of 
completion on the several interstate routes in Missouri when this 
study was begun. We had complete plans on some sections. Surveys 
were complete and plans and profile available on others. Some sec- 
tions already had been covered with detailed reconnaissance maps and 
estimates. On 1 or 2 routes it was necessary for us to go into the field 
and complete the reconnaissance. This latter phase comprised 
small mileage and the work was accomplished with thoroughness in 
the allotted time. 

The details to which we went to compute our estimate are indicated 
by examining tables B and C of the report. That is the estimate 
report, and I have some larger charts that I will explain those tables 
from later on. The various highway sections are broken down into 
lengths from a half mile up. An average section is from 8 to 10 
miles in length, with an exceptional section ranging up to as much 
as 20 or 25 miles in length, according to the instructions set out in 
the manual. 

It will be noted that table B covers the principal design and criteria 
necessary before the design engineer could proceed with his design 
or cost estimate. Traffic expected to be served is, of course, the first 
thing that must be considered. 

Traffic on Missouri’s highway system has been counted continu- 
ously for more than 15 years. Careful analysis was made of all 
these traffic data compiled through the years, as it was of the special 
traffic studies made specifically in connection with establishing the 
Interstate System. We, therefore, consider our traffic forecasts on 
the Interstate System in Missouri to be Aude within tolerable 
limits. 

Where we have 2 or 3 routes that traffic might use between identical 
important termini, as between Kansas City and Omaha or Kansas 
City and Des Moines, we made special origin-destination surveys on 
each of the routes during the fall of 1956. For example, data were 
collected at the Missouri River crossing at St. Joseph, Mo., the toll 
bridges at Rulo and Brownsville, Nebr., and on United States Routes 
275, 59, 71, 169, and 69 and Missouri Route 27 at the Iowa line. 

Traffic at each of these points on these routes was stopped and the 
drivers asked the origin and destination of the trip. Thus was de- 
termined the number of vehicles that would use a route built to inter- 
state standards between these above-named termini if the routes were 
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in place at that time. We projected that traffic into the future and 
estimated that it would multiply 3 times in the next 20 years in our 
rural areas. 

We estimate that traffic will increase by 4 times by 1975 around 
the suburban area of our metropolitan centers of St. Louis and Kan- 
sas City. However, in the densely developed portions of the cities 
proper our traffic estimate is increased by a factor of only 11% times. 

Table C, which I will explain in a little more detail later, covers 
the needs in actual money value. This table carries a great deal of 
breakdown of the estimate in order to show costs of step-by-step work 
on the proposed improvements. Actually our work files show a much 
more detailed enelaiacens This was done in order that we might 
apply average bid prices under existing conditions to the various 
work items. 

Even though most of the preliminary work on Interstate System 
mileage in Missouri had been carried to a rather advanced stage before 
this special study was begun, we estimate that approximately 14,500 
additional man-hours were spent in preparing the estimate required 
by section 108 (d) in the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act. 

The far-reaching program set up by the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway 
Act presents a challenge to all State highway organizations. I want 
to assure you we have been most serious and sincere in our effort to 
meet the challenge. 

Never in the history of the Missouri State Highway Department 
has there been a more thorough needs study made and no program 
estimate was ever more carefully and conscientiously prepared. 

I do not anticipate that the next estimate to be made as required 
by the act will vary too greatly from this one, unless unit prices 
change materially. 

It is realized, of course, that such an estimate cannot be absolutely 
precise; however, we believe our estimate is realistic, and one that 
can be defended by substantiating records in our detail work files. 
It has been prepared certainly by our very best qualified engineers 
who are thoroughly experienced in all branches of highway engi- 
neering. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to talk just a few more 
minutes from these charts up here in back of you. 

This, incidentally, is the estimate of cost we prepared in Missouri. 
That has all the details in there. 

Senator Gore. I take it you will be surprised then if the General 
Accounting Office finds very much variation after it makes its study ? 

Mr. Wuirron. I certainly will. I feel that our estimates in Mis- 
souri and all the States have been prepared in accordance with the 
standard, and the manual that was submitted to them, and I see no 
reason why the estimate should vary any percentage at all from that 
that is prepared. 

Senator Gorr. How much variance do you think there is in the 
standards used ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. We set up the minimal standards by which the es- 
timates should be made. [ think that some States may have used 
higher standards than the minimum. For example, in Missouri, the 
median width, according to the standards, is 36 feet, but we are now 
using 60 feet median. Now that would cause a slight variation in 
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the cost, but I think infinitesimal compared with the total cost on that 
median strip, the width between the lanes of pavement. 

Senator Gore. What variance in that regard would become substan- 
tial ? 

Mr. Wurirron. That is hard to say, but it would seem to me that a 
variance up to—for any particular distance—300 or 400 feet, I would 
think would be substantial. 

Of course there are certain areas where the topography is such 
that it would be cheaper to have a variance of maybe a quarter of a 
mile or a half a mile. The hills may be so high that you might want to 
be on one side of the valley here and on the other side of it with the 
lane, but to just go continuously on a wide median strip, I believe 
would increase the cost. 

Senator Gore. Has the Missouri estimate been based, in any in- 
stance, upon the cost of constructing 6 lanes or 4 lanes for traffic when 
the manual, the minimum requirements in the manual, would justify 
only 4, 2 or 4, whatever it may be? 

Mr. Wurrron. No; our estimate has been based on the traffic re- 
quirements as set out in the manual. 

In other words, if the traffic volume for 1975 called for 4 lanes, we 
used 4 lanes, and if it called for 6 lanes, we used 6 lanes, but no place 
where it called for 2 lanes have we used 4 lanes. 

Senator Gore. Have the estimates of Missouri in any case been 
based upon the cost of constructing more access and egress points 
than the manual would require ? 

Mr. Wurrron. I don’t believe the manual is specific on the access 
and egress points, Senator. Our average interchanges are about 214 
miles apart in Missouri. I don’t believe the manual specifies any par- 
ticular mileage that they should be apart. 

Senator Gore. I didn’t mean that it specified a particular mileage 
between points, but isn’t there some specification as to the amount of 
traffic? 

Mr. Wuirron. I believe there is some recommendation on the vol- 
ume of traffic, but I can’t quote it offhand. 

Senator Gorr. You don’t think you are in variance with it? 

Mr. Wurrron. I don’t below, I think if we were, we would prob- 
ably lose that particular interchange. 

Senator Gore. Isn’t there any instance in your estimates in which 
you have provided a turnoff or turnout or access point which is not 
Justified by the traffic forecast as set out in the manual ? 

Mr. Wurrron. I don’t believe so. Off the record, I found one my- 
self the other day and cut it out. 

Senator Gore. Well, do you suppose there might be some more if 
you looked real hard? 

Mr. Wurrron. I don’t think so. We checked them pretty close. 

Senator Gorn. The real estate boys are pretty smart; aren’t they? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wurrrton. Senator, of course, you know what the Interstate 
System looks like, and here is how it looks in Missouri. [ Indie: ating 
chart.] This is St. Louis to Kansas City, St. Louis to the State line, 
and here is Joplin, Kansas City, north to Des Moines, Kansas City 
northwest toward Omaha, and St. Louis south to the Arkansas line, 
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I show you the next chart because there are two types generally 
of interstate roads, those that follow pretty closely the present estab- 
lished roads and those mainly on relocation. Route 40, which we call 
it, between Kansas City and St. Louis, follows very closely to the 
present—the interstate route follows very closely present Route 40, 
and for economical reasons we are able to use many miles of the 
present pavement through there that is already built to the standards. 

Senator Gore. What about access? Did you already have that ? 

Mr. Wurrron. We had in most cases, and in some we will have to 
do a little more on it. We have to buy out some filling sté oe or 
build a frontage road to take him out, whichever is cheaper. I wantéd 
to show that situation across the State. 

Senator Gorr. What do you mean by a frontage road to take him 
out ¢ 

Mr. Wurrron. What was that, sir? 

Senator Gore. Did you not just use an expression “build a frontage 
road” ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. We can’t lock a man in. We have to give him a way 
out. If he is caught on this road, 1 mean with property on this road, 
and has no other way out, then we have to either buy him out or give 
him—build him a frontage road out, whichever is cheaper. 

Senator Gore. If he is a filling station, he would not—— 

Mr. Wurrron. We won’t leave him on the throughway, we either 
have to buy him out or build a road in front of him to take him out. 

Senator Gore. But if you leave him on a dead end 

Mr. Witrron. He would not do so well. He might be a better 
dealer. We might deal with him a little cheaper if he knows we are 
going to cut him off anyway. 

Then the other type of location is where it is all relocation. This 
one is the St. Louis to Arkansas line and here the winding road here 
indicates the present route through Festus, Crystal City, St. Gene- 
vieve, and down to Perryville, and on down to Cape Girardeau, and 
on through the State line. 

Now the double line here indicates where we are proposing to build 
the interstate route. Now you might think that here St. Geneieve, 
5 miles off the interstate route, the present road goes right along the 
edge of town. We advertised that location in the country paper, and 
had no protests, no hearings, we asked if they wanted a hearing and 
nobody asked for a hearing. 

Now here is what we have sold in Missouri, the idea that this old 
road is going to continue just like it is and will be continued to be 
marked U. S. Route 61, and will continue to serve the local people. 
And in that way, we think that we have sold the idea of the Interstate 
System as a new highway through this area. Now the old road was 
of such standards that it could not be used to tie it into the new Inter- 
state System. 

Now you hear a lot about bypasses. And incidentally, a bypass is 
not a good word; people don’t like to be bypassed, and probably we 
ought to have used traffic relief route, but we did not, we started using 
bypasses, so we are maybe stuck with it. 

But we have made some bypasses in Missouri, quite a few. This is 
Lebanon, Route 66, and this solid line is the old Route 66 through 


Lebanon and this double line is the new interstate and it is com- 
pleted. 
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Now you are looking for a completed interstate route, and there 
is a piece in Missouri. 

Incidentally, this old road was a bypass once, because the one pre- 
vious to that went through a town, but when we built this one, we 
were not smart enough, we did not get the right-of-way, and control 
of access and this built up as commercial filling stations, motels, and 
other places of business along there. But now when we built this, we 
did get control of access and there will be no businesses here and we 
do two things, we protect the traflic on the road, and we also protect 
the established businesses through town. 

Here is an interchange here, one here and one here. And it will be 
adequately marked, so as Mr. Greer’s report will show, the people will 
be able to get off and go to town to buy what they need. 

Now here is another bypass that I want to t: uk about at Rolla here 
on the same route and again the solid line is the old road and the 
dashed line is the new interstate route. There we made an economic 
study at Rolla in which we studied their business, 2 years before the 
bypass was opened, and 2 years after. We found that the people in 
Phelps County and the people in Rolla did more business progres- 
sively after the bypass was opened than they did before. And even 
along this old route, motels and filling stations, the year before this 
interstate route was open, they did less business than they did after. 
They had been killed off by congestion and when we opened the bypass, 
their business picked up, because people could get off without being 
afraid of being run into and stop and trade. 

But the big payoff was this: In the 2 years before, in this 5 miles, 
in the 2 years before the bypass was open there were 5 people killed 
in that 5 miles in 2 years. In the 2 years after it was open, 1 person— 
no; 6 people were killed, and 1 person was killed 2 years after. In 
other words, we saved 5 lives in 2 years in 5 miles of road by modern 
construction. 

Senator Gore, You are not arguing for a stretchout;: are you? 

Mr. Wurrron. No, sir; I will get to that. 

Senator Gore. You won’t overlook that? 

Mr. Wuirron. No. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Wurrron. This is charts of the estimates on which we made the 
cost estimates for the Interstate System. This first chart here shows 
how we broke up the routes into sections, by whether rural or urban 
or whether on new or old, new location or existing locations, or tol] 
roads and according to traffic volumes of 1955, and all these different 
factors, frontage roads and without front: ge ro oads, and here the esti- 
mates of cost by the preliminary engineering, right-of-way, utility 
adjustments, and all these different items of cost so that they are 
broken down by those items and each one estimated for each section 
of road so we think we have a very accurate estimate. 

Now we sincerely hope that you and your committee will see that 
we don’t get astretchout. We think that it would be a terrible tragedy 
to the people using the road to have to wait 20 years to get work 
done that we need today. And we hope that you will put this program 
back on its original 13-year schedule at least. And we could do it, 
we are geared to go on, as Mr. Greer told you this morning, and do 
the job. And we are on schedule now. 

I know there is a variation, there is always a variation in a horse- 
race; 1 wins and 1 is last, and there will be a variation in our doing 
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the job, but we will get together and we will be done at the final gun 
and all come in together, in my opinion. 

Senator Gore. Would Missouri be able to put under contract more 
funds in 1958 if those funds were now available? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes, sir. We are into 1959 money now. We have 
10 percent of our 1959 funds obligated—we have obligated all our 
1958 money, and by obligated, I mean spent for right-of-way or under 
contract and under contract means we have signed a contract with the 
contractor to do a certain job, build a bridge or a road or something, 
and he is either working now or will be working within 30 days, be- 
cause the contract has been signed. 

Now we are 10 percent into 1959 and we will obligate and by obli- 
gate, I mean contract, all of 1959 before the Ist of July. That means 
from the ist of July until this next apportionment is made available 
for spending, we will not be doing anything on the Interstate System 
in the way of contracting. 

Senator Gore. Unless we 

Mr. Wurrron. Unless you provide additional money or set up this 
apportionment. So I say, I don’t know how much we could do, but 
we could certainly do more. 

Senator Gore. In other words, from what you say, insofar as Mis- 
souri is concerned, and I think Mr. Greer testified to a similar situa- 
tion in Texas, there will actually be a slowup from the projected 
schedule come ’ July rather than maintaining the 13-year schedule ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Well, here it is: We are going to obligate by 
contract——— 

Senator Gore. Well, isn’t the answer to that “Yes” ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I would not expect you to be able to off-the-cuff say 
what additional amount of funds you might be able to put under con- 
tract if the Congress augmented the 1959 apportionment, but you 

say you are alreg udy into 1959 money ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I am considering the possibility of increasing the 
availability of funds for 1959 apportionment, because of its need as an 
economic stimulus. 

Now I don’t expect a highway engineer to be responsible for policy, 
overall national economic policy. T am only asking you a technical 
question and that is whether you could use more and you said you 
could, you could put it to use this year. 

Mr. Wurrron. We could let contracts after the 1st of July, be- 

‘ause we will be finished up with available money before the ist of 
Sade: On the Interstate System, from the 1st of July on to whenever 
the money becomes available, we would be in a position to let con- 
tracts, if you increased the 1959 allotment. 

Senator Gore. All right. Are you in a position to give us an esti- 
mate of the extent of such capacity or would you like to think about it 
a little and write me a letter ? 

Mr. Wurrron. I expect I ought to write you a letter. I could say 
today why 30 or 40 million, but then it would be better if I wrote a 
letter. 

Senator Gorn. Allright. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wuirrron. It was a pleasure to appear before the committee. 
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Senator Gore. Thank you. You always make a good appearance 
and I hope you have a pleasant trip back to Missouri. 
Mr. Bartelsmeyer. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH R. BARTELSMEYER, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Barrecsmeyer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph R. Bartels- 
meyer. I am chief highway engineer of the State of Illinois. My 
appearance here today is as first vice president and member of the 
legislative committee of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials. 

There are two subjects that President McMillan of our association 
has asked me to report upon to you. The first is the large-scale road 
test being conducted near Ottawa, Ill., under the sponsorship of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. The second is the 
move of our association to create a joint committee with the Automo- 
bile Manufacturers’ Association to coordinate technological develop- 
ments in overall highway transportation. 

The road test that has become known as the AASHO road test has 
been brought to your attention by this association a number of times 
previously. In 1956 you saw fit to include in the portion of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act relating to tests to determine maximum desir- 
able dimensions and weights of vehicles (sec. 108 (k)), a requirement 
that the Secretary of Commerce take all action possible to expedite the 
conduct of this test. The act further requires that after the conclusion 
of the test, but not later than March 1, 1959, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall make recommendations to the Congress with respect to maximum 
desirable dimensions and weights for vehicles operated on the Federal- 
aid highway systems, including the Interstate System. The act also 
requires (sec. 210 (c) that studies relating to the distribution of tax 
burden be coordinated with the road test. 

The AASHO road test is the third and largest in a series of modern- 
day road tests. The first important roe test prior to this current 
series was conducted by the State of Illinois in the early 1920's and is 
known as the Bates test road. The Bates tests provided concepts of 
road design that are still in use. 

The current series of tests began with a test in Maryland in 1950-51. 
This test is known as Road Test One-MD, and was sponsored by a 
group of Northeastern and Midwestern States. An existing concrete 
pavement was tested with controlled truck traffic. 

Senator Gore. I want to ask a question. I undertook to cite, on one 
occasion, the results of this Maryland test, only to find that those tests 
were attacked from all quarters. Are we going to have that kind of 
experience from the tests now underway in your State? 

Mr. BarrecsmMeyer. We are going to attempt to see that if attacks 
are made that we will be able to withstand those attacks and I am 
going into that a little further in my discussion. 

The second of the present-day series was a traflic test of two spe- 
cially constructed test loops of asphaltic-concrete pavement near 
Malad, Idaho, in 1952-54. This test was sponsored by the Western 
Association of State Highway Officials, and is known as the WASHO 
road test. 
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The Highway Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences 
administered and directed the One-MD and WASHO road tests, and 
is now administering and directing the AASHO road test. 

The AASHO road test was first conceived by the association in its 
present broad form as a national endeavor in 1951. The major con- 
cepts were developed by the association through the years 1951-2 
When financing was assured in 1955, the Highway Research Board 
of the National Academy of Sciences was as sked, and accepted, the 

responsibility for administering and supervising the project. The 
State of Illinois was given the responsibility of preparing plans for, 
and supervising the construction of the test facility. 

The AASHO road test, like its predecessors, is a controlled-load 
type of research project. Fundamentally, the primary purpose of 
the test is known magnitude and frequency. Basic heavy-duty pave- 
ment types of different thicknesses will be tested by repeated passages 
of axle loadings of different weights varying from light to very heav y. 
Behavior of the various types and thic knesses of pavement will be 
observed and related to the loads and frequency of loading with which 
they are tested. 

The information that is obtained from the tests is expected to add 
greatly to our engineering knowledge of the structural design of 
pavements. But more than that, the information that is obtained, 
together with information obtained from other sources, will assist 
in determining the size of vehicles that will give an optimum balance 
between road costs and vehicle-operation costs, and in producing an 
indication of the proportionate share of costs that should be borne by 
user classes for furnishing highways. Knowledge of the size of 
vehicles that will give an optimum balance between road costs and 
vehicle-operation costs is essential to the establishment of economical 
maximum desirable dimensions and weights for vehicles. 

Financial participation in the estimated $22 million cost of the 
AASHO road test is be ing shi ared by the State highway departments— 
and I might say all of them—the District of Columbia, the Territories 

of Hawaii and Puerto Rico, the Bureau of Public Roads, the Auto- 
mobile Manufacturers Association, and the American Petroleum In- 
stitute, with the cooperation and assistance of the Department of 
Defense. 

The road-test facility lies between Ottawa and La Salle, D1, about 
80 miles southwest of Chicago. This site was chosen for uniformity 
of soil conditions and because the soil and climate are typical of wide 
areas of the country, It is on a planned location of an interstate high- 
way. When testing is completed, as much of the test pavement. as 
possible will be salvaged and incorporated as a part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

The test road occupies an 8-mile length of right-of-way. Over 15 
miles of 2-lane pavement divided into 6 loops is included in the tests. 
Half of the pavement in these loops will be portland cement con- 
crete; half will be bituminous concrete. There will be close to 900 
separate test sections varying in length from 100 feet to 240 feet to be 
evaluated. 

The 4 main loops to be subjected to heavy-truck traffic will have 
6,500-foot sections designed as 4-lane divided highways. The ends of 
these sections will be connected by banked turnarounds, making 2 
separate and continuous traffic lanes about 3.1 miles long in each loop. 
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The fifth loop, which will be subjected to lighter traffic loads, will 
have 4,400-foot test sections. The sixth loop, which will carry no 
traffic and will be used to evaluate the effect of weather on pavements, 
will have 2,200-foot sections. 

The 10 lanes in the 5 loops that will carry moving loads will be 
subjected to truck traffic 18 hours a day, 6 days a week, for 2 years. 
Each lane will carry vehicles with specific axleloads and axle 
arrangements. 

Aside from the major roadway surface testing program, 16 bridge 
spans on 2 of the loops will also be tested under traffic. 

Scientific, modern methods of experiment design have been used 
in setting up the AASHO road test. Standard st: tatistical principles 
of randomization have governed the arrangement of the various pave- 
ment designs for the individual test sections. The influences of ex- 
perimental error will be held to a minimum so that the variables being 
tested can be evaluated with confidence. Because of this, it is likely 
that the results will receive far wider acceptance than has ever been 
accorded the results of any previous large-scale road test. 

Proper instrumentation is essential to achieve maximum benefit 
from the road test. Great care has been exercised by the Highway 
Research Board in the choice and installation of the most modern 
electrical and mechanical equipment for measuring and recording the 
stresses and deformations in the pavements, and for obtaining n 
myriad of other data so necessary to a satisfactory evaluation of the 
results. Electronic data-processing equipment is being used to 
promptly analyze the tremendous volume of data and speed the final 
reporting of the results. 

At the time of passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, 
the site for the tests had been chosen and preliminary contracts let 
for the construction of the test facility. Grading operations for the 
test road were begun in 1956 and completed in 1! 57. Pavement con- 
struction was begun in 1957 and is expected to be completed in the 
summer of 1958. <A 2-year period of traffic testing will begin shortly 
after completion of the paving. 

While the main testing operation is still to come, valuable research 
information that will aid in the interpretation of the test results is 
being obtained throughout the construction period. 

The results of the tests, particularly with respect to the design of 
structurally adequate pavements for various sizes and weights of 
vehicles, are expected to be available before the enlarged highway- 
construction program becomes well advanced. 

Two committees of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, the committee on highway transport and the committee on 
design, have been directed to assist in the interpretation of the test 
results and to make recommendations regarding their application. 

On the basis of results, the committee on highway transport will 
make recommendations on a uniform-vehicle size and weight policy, 
and on economic studies that should be made regarding an equitable 
financing of highways by various classes of highway users. 

With respect to vehicle size and w eight, it is fir mly believed that the 
AASHO road test will be a great step in establishing the uniformity 
of vehicle size and weight laws among States that for years has been 
so earnestly sought but ne ver achieved. 
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Senator Gore. Don’t you think the provision now in the Federal 
law will help to achieve this uniformity, also? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. Yes; I believe it will. 

The committee on design will use the results of the AASHO road 
test in developing proc edures and manuals of structural design for 
flexible and rigid pavements. 

Senator Gore. You say the committee on design will use it. Of 
course you are not in a position to give any assurance that States will, 
or how many States will follow that experience. 

Mr. BarretsMEyYeER. No. This is only a recommendation and it has 
to be implemented. 

Senator Gore. I agree with that thoroughly. 

You are an engineer ¢ 

Mr. BarTeLsMEYER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Are you convinced beyond any question that this 
AASHO road test is being done and will be done scientifically, with- 
out prejudice to or favor to any form or type of highway traffic, or any 
form or type of construction or pavement material ¢ 

Mr. BarretsMEYER. I sincerely believe that is the case. 

Senator Gore. I have no reason to doubt it. I want to know if you 
were sincerely convinced of it. 

Thank you. 

Mr. BarretsMryer. The AASHO road test is the largest and most 
comprehensive highway-research project ever attempted. It has 
every prospect of offering assurance that the world leadership by the 
United States in the field of highway technology, a leadership that 
as of now has never been questioned, will not in the forseeable future 
be seriously challenged. 

On behalf of the associ iation, I wish to extend to you a cordial in- 
vitation to visit the site of the AASHO road test at Ottawa, Ill. The 
magnitude of this single large-scale highway-research project is such 
that it may best be « appreciated by seeing firsthand the operation itself. 
I think you will be proud of our accomplishment here in the United 
States. 

The second subject that I wish to bring to your attention is a cur- 
rent joint proposal and effort of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials and the automobile manufacturers to form a com- 
mittee which will have for its purpose the coordination of all impor- 
tant technological developments in overall highway transportation. 
This effort is the result of the ever-increasing cognizance by both or- 
ganizations that is being given to the simple fact that motor vehicle 
manufacturers and highway officials alike are working toward a com- 
mon goal—safe and efficient transportation of people and goods. 

Neither the motor vehicle itself, nor the highway, is an end prod- 
uct. Each is a necessary part of today’s transportation, and so re- 
lated to one another that each must be made to complement the other 
if we are to achieve a m: iximum of safety and service. 

In order that highway engineers may design highways that will 
allow maximum use of the capabilities of motor vehic les, and that ve- 
hicle designers may design vehicles that will make the most efficient 
use of the highw: ay fac ilities that can be furnished economic ally, each 


group must be made aware of the advances of the other. And in 


many instances, cooperative ahem of the solution of mutual prob- 
lems may lead to important advances. 
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An example of a fertile field for cooperative effort is that concerned 
with the electronic control of vehicles on highways. Many people 
are now convinced that motor-vehicle operation on high-speed ex- 
pressways must be made automatic if we are to make important gains 
in safety on these highways. To develop such control, close cooper- 
ation between motor-vehicle manufacturers, highway engineers, and 
the electronic industry will be necessary. Preliminary cooperative 
tests directed at the achievement of automatic control of motor ve- 
hicles have already begun. 

The joint committee that we are attempting to establish will act as 
a liaison agent between motor-vehicle manufacturers and highway 
authorities to assist in working out our common problems and to keep 
each group fully informed of the other’s advances. It is our firm 
belief that in this way the service which each can offer will result in 
the greatest ultimate benefit to the public. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you and give you this 
report. 

Senator Gore. If you think your committee can persuade the auto- 
mobile industry that their survival and the future of America de- 
pend upon not making automobiles bigger, more costly, and faster 
with each successive model, then you will have accomplished a great 
deal. Do you think you can do this? 

Mr. Barrevsmeyrer. I doubt that I am qualified to answer that. 

Senator Gore. That is a good answer. 

I thought Senator Bush made a pertinent speech recently when he 
called attention to the ever-increasing juggernauts that are turned out 
from the assembly lines. 

Someone told me that there was an article in one of the Illinois 
papers, if not in several of the Illinois papers recently, which quoted 
Governor Stratton as saying that the construction of the Interstate 
System in Illinois would suffer a cutback as a result of the present 
program. 

Do you know if I have been correctly informed ? 

Mr. BarretsmMeyer. Yes, you have, Senator. And I would like to 
take this opportunity to express the sentiments and corroborate the 
expression made by Mr. Whitton and Mr. Greer in relation to the 
apportionment of interstate highway funds. 

We are well into the 1959 fiscal year apportionment. We will be 
out of 1959 funds in the interstate category before the middle of the 
year. If we don’t get an apportionment it means that we will not let 
any contracts for the remainder of the year. 

Senator Gore. I invited 8 governors, 4 of whom are Democrats 
and 4 of whom are Republicans, to testify, and I tried to get some 
from the West, some from the South, and the middle part of the 
country, and the East. 

Governor Stratton was one of those whom I invited. Unfortu- 
nately he replied that his schedule was such in Illinois that he could 
not, attend the hearing this month. I can understand that. I do not 
wish to imply any criticism whatsoever. He did indicate that he 
might be able to come next month. I am not sure whether we will 
have a hearing on this next month. If so, I will again extend him an 
invitation. 
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I suppose that you would not be in position, or are you in position 
to speak for the State Highway Department of Illinois and Governor 
Stratton as to its or his attitude with respect to this stretchout ? 

Mr. Barrevsmryer. I believe I am in a position to speak for Illinois. 

Senator Gore. Fine. What is that position ? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. The programing of our work in Illinois has 
been based on the intent of title I of the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway 
Act. Any cutback of that intent will seriously hamper our program. 

The answer, therefore, would be that we are opposed to a stretchout 
of the program. We are geared to do it in the 13 years as set up in 
the original act. Asa matter of fact—and this only entered my mind 
when I heard the testimony this morning—I know that we could take 
care of it faster than the 13-year period - furnished. 

Senator Gore. You have answered the question and in so stating 
you, I take it, are represent ing Governor Stratton as well as the State 
highway department—that is, that you represent his view. 

Mr. Barrersmryer. Yes, I have every reason to believe that. 

Senator Gorr. Could you put under contract within the construe- 
tion months of 1958 more funds than are presently apportioned to 
you from 1959 funds ¢ 

Mr. BarrectsmMryer. Yes, sir, we could. 

Senator Gore. Would you be willing to write me, as chairman of 
the subcommittee, a letter indic ating the approximate amount of 
funds and the approximate scheduling possibility thereof ? 

Mr. Barrevsmeyer. I will be very happy to do that. 

Senator Gore. Fine. Thank you very much. 

I would if you would take ‘the responsibility of contacting the 
various State highway commissioners and obtain from them answers 
to the questions which you have heard me put to the commissioners 
here today ? 

Mr. Jounson. We will be glad to. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Barrecrsmeyrer. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Bugge is our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF W. A. BUGGE, DIRECTOR OF HIGHWAYS, STATE 
OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Buaer. My name is William A. Bugge, I am director of high- 
ways of the Sti ate of Washington and past president of the Ameri- 
can Association of State Highway Officials. In this committee's re- 
aan of the estimated cost of completing the Interstate System, as 
submitted to Congress by the Secretary of Commerce, it is pertinent 
that a résumé of the standards that were used by the respective States 
in the preparation of this estimate be reviewed. 

The Federal Aid Act of 1956 in section 108 (i) states that the geo- 
metric construction standards to be adopted for the Interstate Sys- 
tem shall be those : approved by the Secretary of Commerce im coopera- 
tion with the State highway department. Such standards shall be 
adequate to accommodate the types and volumes of traffic forecast 
for the year 1975. 

In order to deve ‘lop uniformity in the design standards, the Ameri- 
can Association of State Highway Officials has, as one of their more 
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important committees, the committee on planning and design policies. 
This committee is made up of representatives of 20 States, 5 repre- 
sentatives from each of the 4 regions, each the chief engineering 
officer of his highway department. The function of the committee is 
to investigate available data, pursue studies, and recommend policies 
for the development of planning and design standards which will 
advance to a maximum degree the utility and safety of highways in 
rural and urban areas. The secretary of this committee is Joseph 
Barnett, Bureau of Public Roads, who is a recognized national au- 
thority on highway design. Iam the chairman of this important and 
influential committee. 

In November of 1954, this committee prepared a draft in considera- 
tion of changing and approving the proposed design standards for 
the national system of Interstate Highways. This subject was of 
concern to the committee in 1955, and upon the passage of the Federal 
Aid Highway Act of 1956, it appeared necessary that final action be 
approved by the respective States in the adoption of the geometric 
design standards for the national system of interstate and defense 
highways i in compliance with the provisions of the act and likewise 
to afford proper direction to the respective States in the design of 
this system of highways. 

Mr. Rex Whitton, who was then president of the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials, called a meeting of the adminis- 
trative committee, which is made up of the highway administrators of 
each State. This meeting was held in Chicago, Il}., on July 12, 1956. 
At that time, each section of the proposed st: indards, as had. been 
developed by the design policy committee, was submitted to the ad 
ministrative committee as a whole, and each section was individually 
adopted. I bring this point out because it reflects the thoroughness 
which the representatives of the State highway departments and like- 
wise the Bureau of Public Roads had exhibited in developing these 
standards. The foreword to the policy on design standards as was 
adopted is as follows: 

The National System of Interstate and Defense Highways is the most im- 
portant in the United States. It carries more traffic per mile than any other 
comparable national system and includes the roads of greatest significance to 
the economic welfare and defense of the Nation. The highways of this system 
must be designed in keeping with their importance as the backbone of the Na- 
tion’s highway systems. To this end they must be designed with control of 
access to insure their safety, permanence, and utility and with flexibility to 
provide for possible future expansion. Two-lane highways should be designed 
so that passing of slower moving vehicles can be accomplished with ease and 
safety at practically all times. Divided highways should be designed as two 
separate one-way roads to take advantage of terrain and other conditions for 
safe and relaxed driving, economy, and pleasing appearance. AIl known fea- 
tures of safety and utility should be incorporated in each design to result in a 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways which will be a credit 
to the Nation. 

These objectives can be realized by conscious attention in design to their 
attainment. All interstate highways shall meet the following minimum stand- 
ards. Higher values which represent desirable minimum values, a device used 
in previous interstate standards, are not shown because it is expected that de- 
signs will generally be made to values as high as are commensurate with con- 
ditions, and values near the minimum herein will be used in design only where 
the use of higher values will result in excessive cost. In determination of all 
geometric features, including rights-of-way, a generous factor of safety should 
be employed and unquestioned adequacy should be the criterion. All design 
features required to accommodate the traffic of the year 1975 shall be provided 
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in the initial design; however, where justifiable, the construction may be 
accomplished in stages. 

It is apparent from the foreword of the policy as adopted that the 
minimum values would and should be exceeded wherever conditions 
are favorable. IL am assuming that the niembers of the committee 
have been furnished copies of the printed pamphlet, and it is not 
necessary to go into detail as to the substance of the standards 
established. 

The estimated cost of completing the Interstate System, which has 
been furnished to Congress, has been developed on these standards. 
No doubt there are appropriate variations from the minimum stand- 
ards, but 1 am sure in an analysis of these, it would indicate that 
these variations are based on sound engineering judgment and basic 
reasons for any deviation from the minimum. 

Over the years, the American Association of State Highway Of- 
cials has dev eaad policies, specifications, and standards that make 
it the acknowledged leader in highway technology. These policies, 
specifications, and standards have been deve sloped and adopted over 
a long period of time and at all times with the utmost cooperation 
with the Bureau of Public Roads and the States. Many of the tech- 
niques in the field of highway development were the result of the 
correlation of the States, the Bureau of Public Roads, and the High 
way Research Board. 

Within the framework of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, there is a committee established, known as the com- 
mittee on standards, which is the technical half of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials. ‘The membership of the 
committee on standards is composed of the chairmen of the following 
opel rating committees : 

P lanning and design policy, traffic, design roadway, geology, bridges 
and structures, materials, construction, maintenance and equipment, 
roadside development, research ac tivities in cooperation with High- 
way Research Board, design construction and maintenance of second- 
ary roads. 

As the committee on standards represents the technical half of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials, the field of ad- 
ministration is given as much emphasis and is represented by the 
following active committees: 

Administrative practices, highway finance, highway transport, 
legal affairs, rights-of-way, alan accounting, public information, 
factual surveys, “electronic s, and radio. 

It is recognized in the broad field of highway development that it 
is necessary to establish relationship with all phases of activities 
related to highways. The American Association of State Highway 
Officials has joint committees with the following: 

Associated General Contractors, American Road Builders Associ- 
ation, American Association of Railroads, National Highway Users 
Conference, American Society of Civil Engineers, and American 
Municipal Association. 

[ believe special mention should be made of the work of the elec- 
tronics committee. The work of this committee is opening a new 
field in which there will be a decided effect upon increasing the pro- 
ductivity of the engineer. The use of electronics in the highway 
department work is “expanding daily, and the effect of the commit- 
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tee’s efforts is being realized throughout the activities of every high- 
way department. 

The value of seminars is quite important in many phases of high- 
way activity. The rights-of-way committee is planning to conduct 
right-of-way schools in different portions of the country during this 
year, and the design committee has for the last 2 years conducted 
regional meetings as an opportunity to interchange views on design 
development and application. The committee on bridges and struc- 
tures has also conducted regional meetings, and a great deal of em- 
phasis will be placed upon the development of electronic computer 
programs and the standardization and design of prestressed concrete. 
The regional seminar type meeting of the various committees has been 
a big step in increasing the productivity of the various committees 
and also in achieving uniformity. 

I should like to refer again to the work of the committee on plan- 
ning and design — because of its relationship to basic design 
features for the National System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways, but in no way to minimize the work of the other association 
committees as listed. The planning and design policy committee 
has been instrumntal in developing most. of the broad policies and 
some specific policy sbelteile on the standards of highway design. 
Chief of these are the Policy on Geometric Design of Rural High- 
ways published in 1954 and A Policy on Arterial Highways in Urban 
Areas published in 1957, which have brought up to date the pre- 
vious work of this association committee and which provide the most 
up-to-date texts on geometric design which we believe are available. 

The committee has also developed a guide for the application of 
frontage roads on the National System of Interstate Highways and 
has finalized standards for the construction of safety rest areas. 

In reviewing the activities of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials committees, in which representation is composed 
of engineers specialized in the particular committee’s work from 
each State, the field of highway development has been broadened 
and has resulted in the recognition of the highway engineers of this 
Nation as world leaders in highway design and technology. 

Senator Gore. What is the position of Governor Roselini and the 
Washington State Highway Department on the proposed 20- to 25- 
year stretchout of the Interstate National Defense System ? 

Mr. Buace. The position, Senator, is the same as has been expressed 
by the members of the association that have preceded me in their 
testimony. I think that we are at the crossroads at the present time 
and that any indication on stretching out of this program would be 
fatal to the future of this country from the standpoint of highway 
transportation. I sometimes am concerned with the great emphasis, 
and rightly so, on this so-called space age. 

But with the passage of the Federal-Aid Act of 1956, and the em- 
phasis that has been given to highway building in this country, I 
don’t think we should lose sight of the fact that we are most definitely 
in a highway age at the present time, and every effort should be 
made to continue the program as originally pl: unned., 

Senator Gore. With the estimated cost of an additional 1 cent per 
mile for highway traffic on our inadequate highways, is it not, in fact, 
an economic loss for the Nation to unduly delay the improvement of 
its highway system ? 
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Mr. Buace. I don’t think there is any question about that. If a 
person wanted to delve into actual statistics, certainly, that point 
could be proved. 

Senator Gore. Are you into the 1959 funds in the State of Wash- 
ington ¢ 

Mr. Buecr. We will be, within about 30 days. 

Senator Gore. I started to ask you to write me a letter, but, since 
your association is going to develop a prospectus on the ability of the 
various States to put to use this year additional apportionments, I will 
not ask you to write the letter. 

Alf (Alfred Johnson, executive secretary of the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials), if you will just tell the other people 
that they need not write letters if they are going to furnish the infor- 
mation to you to be submitted in compiled form. 

I am concerned with the condition of our highways, the inadequate 
condition of our highways. I am concerned, too, with the condition 
of our national economy. I think we can provide a most beneficial 
economic stimulus by acceleration of the highway program. 

I have been encouraged today by the testimony of governors and 
State highway commissioners that more funds could be put to good 
use immediately if those funds were available. This, it seems to me, 
offers one opportunity, in which we have had advance planning, to 
promote a program of public improvement which will stimulate the 
national economy by beneficial development, permanent development, 
development which will save lives and add to the economy and well- 
being of our country. 

I thank you for your appearance. 

Mr. Buear. If I may just bring out a situation which I think is 
apropos to the thing and the effect of any stretchout of this program, 
it is the action of the Washington State Legislature at their 1957 
session in which they realized the nee essity of completing a freeway 
through the city of Seattle, and you are familiar with the ¢ ity. 

Antic ‘ipating the funds over the 13-year period, it was quite evi- 
dent that it would take several years to complete that section on 
account of its high cost. The legislature, which represents the think- 
ing of the people, felt that they would be justified in authorizing the 
highw ay commission to issue some $75,000,000 of bonds with which to 
take advantage of the Bush amendment in the Federal Aid Act so as to 
expedite the construction of this particular highway section. We 
have set a target date of 1965. It was felt, in analyzing the action of 
the legislature and the fact that you would have to pay interest on 
this sum of money over a period of years by issuing bonds, that, with 
the expenditure of $75,000,000, it would be a very wise expenditure 
because of the economic effect it would have on that particular urban 
area in getting this highway completed as quickly as possible. 

I bring that point out because you are in a situation where you 
begin to stretch out, and the highw: ay departments are geared to this 
whole program, especially in urban areas where there is a great deal 
of activity going on now. I think any delay in the target dates which 
have been set up by the respective departments, in completing these 
highway sections on the Interstate System, would certainly have a 
decided effect as far as the economy of this Nation is concerned. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Bugge. 
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Mr. Johnson, how long do you think it will be before you can give 
me this information from your various highway departments ? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, we will make that as short as we 
possibly can. I would like to have 10 days within which to do it. 
Whenever you try to get back answers from some 50 departments, 
sometimes some of them are slow, and they have to be followed up. 

Senator Gore. A few of them, I am sorry to say, are a little slow 
in getting this program underway. I hope that it will soon be show- 
ing y uniform progress. Do you know, offhs and, how many States will 
be utilizing 1959 funds within the next 60 days? 

Mr. Jounson. There would be about 20 vithin the next 60 days, 
I would say. There are 9 as of January 1, and 10 as of January 31. 
In the next 60 days, it will be 20 or more. 

Senator Gore. If we stretch it to 90, will it go up still more? 

Mr. Jounson. Of course, it would. It is like somebody saying 
the several States operate like a horserace. They don’t all finish in a 
dead heat. 

Senator Gore. I will await with interest your report. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. From those present in the committee room today, 
we have had a unanimous response that more funds could be put to 
almost immediate utilization. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to say this, too, Mr. Chairman: Most 
of the States now have 3 and 4 years of designs on the shelf. 

Senator Gore. That is what I referred to when I referred to the 
advance planning having already been done. We know that in build 
ing hydroelectric dams it takes a long time to get the designs drawn, 
to acquire the property for the reservoir. But here is a program 
which has already been underway for 2 years, and much advance 
planning done, and much right-of-way acquired, and in many States 
it is only awaiting funds to move into high gear. 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct. In fact, we have some highway 
departments right now that have some engineering forces that they 
are having to find something for them to do. I think Mr. Bartels 
meyer and Mr. Bugge are in that situation right now. 

Senator Gore. And Missouri, also. And, unless additional funds 
are available, several States have testified here today that their pro- 
gram would have to be retarded come July. 

Mr. Jounson. Practically every State, come July, will have to cut 
back below what they are doing now unless there is something done 
to remedy the situation. 

Senator Gore. You get me this information, and we will have to 
do something. 

Mr. Jounsons. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit, for inclusion 
in the record, the remarks of Mr. L. P. Pederson, highway engineer, 
Hennepin County, Minn., before the convention of the American Road 
Builders Association in Washington, D. C., on January 21, 1958. 
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(The statement is as follows:) 


CouNTY PARTICIPATION IN THE INTERSTATE-HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Remarks of L. P. Pederson, Highway Engineer, Hennepin County, Minn., 
American Road Builders Association Convention, Washington, D. C., January 
21, 1958 


Before anyone in the audience might get any misconception as to what I am 
planning on speaking of today, I want it understood that the title is slightly 
misleading, because although the counties will be very definitely concerned with 
interstate highways and their operation, they will not, as most of you must know, 
have any active part in their location, construction, or maintenance. You might 
say that the counties are going to be involved in this interstate program on 
an incidental basis, but very definitely on a basis which will affect their roads 
and the people who use the county roads. 

Actually, what we are faced with is the problem of integrating county roads 
and their usage into an entirely new pattern which will come about with the 
building of these new interstate highways. 

Our present system of county roads is now integrated with the existing net- 
work of primary highways and local roads. By superimposing an interstate 
system of highways on our present primary highway system, and adding con- 
siderable mileage of new routes, we are bringing about a necessity for reintegra- 
tion of both county and local roads, as well as existing primary highways. 

Because our problem of integrating county roads is big enough in itself, you 
will forgive me I am sure, if I make no reference to the integration problems 
of either primary highways or local roads. 

All of us who are concerned with the county-road systems, whether interstate 
highways go through our counties or through neighboring counties, are being 
drawn into this tremendous problem whether we realize it or not, and inasmuch 
as we are going to be faced with this problem, it behooves us to evaluate our 
present position and also our position as it will be under the interstate-highway 
program. 

First of all we must realize that there will be a tremendous impact on our 
county-road system. Present travel patterns will be greatly affected through 
the construction of interstate highways, and these travel patterns will in turn 
have a bearing on land values and the economic fortunes of rural communities, 
which will result in county roads having higher capacities. Therefore, we are 
immediately faced with the problem of a higher design standard and increased 
maintenance service. 

This brings up a basic rule in the Bureau of Public Roads’ existing regu- 
lations limiting their participation on the necessary reconstruction of abutting 
facilities and utilities to restoration in kind. 

Isn’t it somewhat inconsistent for the Bureau to be responsible for a revi- 
sion in the local road system, which will frequently result in a heavy concen- 
tration of traffic now dispersed over several roads, and then determine the extent 
of their obligation by the existing facility designed to accommodate an entirely 
different traffic condition? Where an interstate project involves the rearrange- 
ment of local roads, why shouldn’t all parts of the project be designed for the 
traffic needs computed for the same future date? 

It is obvious, I am sure, that the fundamental principle of limited or planned 
access on the Interstate System is going to force us to relocate or rebuild a 
great many sections of our country roads. 

All of you can visualize a situation where the added traffic density on a 
county road can result in such abnormally heavy volumes which will require 
the building of this road to much higher standards and capacity, despite the fact 
that this road, prior to the advent of the interstate highway, was entirely 
adequate. 

What, for example, are we going to do when an existing situation calls 
for the termination or dead-ending of what is now a relatively important 
county highway? 

And, what will we do when we are faced with a situation which will require 
the relocation of a county road in order that users of this road may gain 
access to a freeway? The answer, naturally, is “Build it.” But where are we 
to get the funds necessary for such needed construction? With our present 
budgets inadequate in most instances, just how are we going to be able to take 
on this added load? Even if we had the funds, few of us would be able to 
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program these relocations because we are unaware of the specific demands for 
such construction which will be made by the freeway designers. I can say that 
in Minnesota we are fortunate to have very fine cooperation between the Minne- 
sota Highway Department and the county engineers, and are kept informed of 
department planning as it progresses whenever it affects us. 

Let us take another instance before I attempt to give you some of my sug- 
gestions which may help solve these problems. Suppose you have two county 
roads which are fairly close to each other and running in the same general 
direction before merging at a point beyond a proposed freeway. ‘Traffic on 
both of these roads warrants construction of a separation structure. The free- 
way designer balks at two structures; he'll go along with one; so you reroute 
one or both of your country roads so that they will merge befre going over 
or under the freeway. That type of problem can be solved in such a way; but 
who is to pay for this costly solution? Do you suppose your county boards 
or taxpayer groups would accept the additional tax burden? 

Another serious problem concerns the structures to be provided to accommo- 
date the existing two-lane county roads which are now definitely scheduled 
for multiple-lane construction in the future. If these structures which now pro- 
vide a crossing for the present road are not of sufficient width to serve the 
added lanes soon to be constructed, early widening or replacement will be neces- 
sary. This will not only be improvident but will interfere with the full opera- 
tion and use of the interstate route during such reconstruction. This points 
out the need for close cooperation between State and local officials and engi- 
neers in planning and design. 

The drainage of storm waters to be carried along or across the interstate can 
be another serious problem for us to face, and where the local engineer can be 
of great benefit to the interstate design. Here again, the future needs of this 
facility must be known whereby it would seem logical in many instances that 
the handling of the storm water could be carried jointly for the interstate 
and others to suitable outlet in order to avoid the possibility of constructing 
another sewer system; it being understood that local funds would then be 
used in the proportionate sharing of cost for the necessary oversizing of the 
interstate storm sewer system. 

Personally, I can tell you that my Hennepin County Board will require a 
good deal of explanation from me before authorizing county-road funds to pay 
for such drastic alterations to our existing roads which may presently be ade- 
quate. Furthermore, I believe such an attitude is the kind every county board 
should take. Don’t let my remarks, however, lead you to think I am opposed 
to the interstate highways or their being located in the county for which I 
am county engineer. I am simply trying to say that we should not be forced 
into a position where we will be committing our local finances to relocations 
made necessary by interstate highway location and construction. 

What’s the solution? To my mind it’s quite simple, but convincing the Bureau 
of Public Roads or Congress will be another matter. My proposal boils down 
to this: 

In any instance where a relocation or reconstruction of a county road is 
made necessary, or appears desirable from the standpoint of the State highway 
department responsible for interstate construction, the costs of such reconstruc- 
tion or relocation should be paid for by either one of these two methods: 

(1) The State highway department to include the entire reconstruction 
and relocation of the county road as an integral part of its construction 
project on the interstate highway and pay for it out of Federal interstate 
funds made available to the State; or 

(2) The State highway department to incorporate as a part of the 
interstate project such portions of the necessary construction or reconstruc- 
tion of the county road as can qualify under Federal regulations. Reloca- 
tion or reconstruction beyond the prescribed limit to be completed as a sup- 
plemental work using State and Federal funds on a 50-50 matching basis. 

In either instance, the responsibility of the State highway department must 
not be limited merely to reconstruction only on interstate right-of-way or im- 
mediately adjacent thereto, but should in many cases extend as much as a 
mile or more beyond the right-of-way where such relocations are deemed neces- 
sary or expedient. 

I know that these proposals may appear quite revolutionary to many people 
connected with the road-construction programs in our States. But the whole 
concept of interstate highways is revolutionary and I feel that this is a very 
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real problem which must be faced by us, and the sooner we try to work out a 
satisfactory and logical solution, the better able we will be to proceed with our 
county-highway operations. 

Most of us are already faced with growing demands for higher type county 
road facilities, and if we are to meet these demands it is absolutely necessary 
that we do not spend a single dollar unnecessarily on any construction not 
properly the obligation of the county road users and taxpayers. Therefore, it is 
essential that we arrive at a quick understanding and agreement with the Bureau 
of Public Roads in this problem, which will become more and more real and close 
to us as work on the Interstate System of Highways progresses. 

I know that in many instances we can cooperate very closely with our inter- 
state highway builders and not only assure for ourselves and the counties we 
represent a “fair shake,’ but, also, make the interstate highways of greater 
value to the areas through which they will pass. 

For instance, the conventional type of design which provides for service roads 
locates these service roads parallel and adjacent to the interstate highway and 
provides access to the interstate highway, or, in other cases, under or over the 
interstate route. This type of service road provides service to only property on 
one side of it—that property immediately adjacent to the interstate highway 
right-of-way. I would like to suggest here that we extend our thinking and 
have these service roads built at a rather considerable distance from the free- 
ways, thereby providing access to at least twice as much property, inasmuch 
as property on both sides of these service roads would then have access. 

I think this is especially vital planning in areas which are destined to develop 
as either commercial or industrial sites, and, by so doing, we would be aiding 
these areas in their development. This is a matter which all of us, I am sure, 
should study and do all within our power to bring about. 

Recent growth projections have been published for each State and some metro- 
politan areas. Each urbanized county needs such a growth projection. With 
this growth prediction, interstate routes and their connections can be located 
in order to best serve this growth. 

To some degree, it should be possible to also predict the growth around the 
interchanges of the projected routes. This projection would point up the ne- 
cessity for planning to achieve an orderly growth of the area, or even the entire 
county. The freedom-of-movement principle must not stop at the interchange 
limits, but should be continued throughout the complete development. 

In the relocation of county roads, and as is now being done in the construc- 
tion of parallel service roads, the costs of these new service roads should be 
borne by the interstate highway program. I do not feel that we should have 
too great a problem in selling the Bureau of Public Roads and our respective 
State highway authorities on this proposal. I know that we will have the 
unqualified support of property owners and developers in this respect, because 
they should see the tremendous benefits which will accrue to them under this 
new plan. 

Furthermore, under the present design, there is room for argument concerning 
maintenance of service roads. Under the new concept. there would be no 
question but that maintenance would be the responsibility of county or local 
authorities. Even though this would add to our operation costs, the apprecia- 
tion of land values should more than offset any adverse effects which the 
county and local road administrators might sustain. 

Earlier in my remarks, I briefly mentioned that the construction of the Inter- 
state System will have a tremendous impact upon our counties’ economic pat- 
terns. We can readily visualize that traffic patterns, which, in turn, have a 
tremendous effect on the economic life of our counties, will be drastically 
altered because of freeway construction. We will see changes made in the 
buying habits of county residents because their established shopping centers are 
made less accessible because of dead-ending or rerouting of county roads. 

We will also find, I am quite certain, attempts made at establishing new 
commercial areas, especially at points of interchange on the freeway system. 
I believe it would be highly desirable for those of our counties which do not 
now have zoning authorities that such authorities be established as soon as 
possible in order that we may have a better control over establishment of 
industrial, commercial, and residential developments which will require provi- 
sion of adequate road facilities. If we can aid in an orderly development of such 
areas, we will be in a much better position to provide them with the type of 
secondary-road facilities they will require in order that they may derive the 
greatest possible benefit from the interstate highways as well as from State 
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primary and county roads. If commercial and residential growth about the 
interchange are not zoned and controlled for orderly development, we will again 
see the continuation of ribbon development with its dangers and slow-moving 
traffic. We should attempt to carry out the precept of freedom of travel beyond 
the edge of the main route. Development control is necessary to provide the 
features to insure this principle. 

From my brief remarks, I hope that you will be at least spurred to do a little 
thinking and analyzing of your own individual situations and problems. I 
realize full well that no two counties have the same problems, nor will they 
arrive at the same identical solutions. I do want each of you, however, to 
realize that you are in a critical and important position as a county highway 
engineer, and are in a position wherein you can have a tremendous effect for 
good or bad on the future of our county road systems. 

I am sure that all of us are in complete agreement that our county roads fill 
a very vital and necessary part in our country’s system of road transportation. 
We should make every effort to make this importance better known to the people 
who use our roads and are dependent upon them for their livelihood. I am 
confident that we can meet the challenge of the years ahead and begin now to 
provide for our people the kind of county roads they need today and expect 
to have tomorrow. 

So, with close cooperation between State highway departments and the local 
levels of government, we will be able then to correlate the entire highway 
system. 


Senator Gore. The committee will adjourn until 10 o’clock Friday 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:46 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, February 21, 1958.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1958 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustiic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Albert Gore, chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Neuberger, Case, Cotton, and Hruska. 

Also present: Senators Jackson, Yarborough, and Proxmire. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Commissioner Leech, State highway commissioner of the State of 
Tennessee. Commissioner Leech, you do not know how much pleasure 
it is to me and what a genuine personal pleasure it is to welcome you 
as a longtime personal friend and official whom I admire, both from 
the standpoint of private citizenship and as a public official, to this 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. LEECH, COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS 
OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Leecu. Thank you, Senator. I want you to know that it is a 
personal pleasure to me to get to appear before a committee presided 
over by the Senator from my home State for whom I expect this long 
personal friendship to continue for many, many years to come. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, sir. Commissioner, we are engaged in a 
review of the highway program to find out how it is operated, “what is 
wrong with it, what is good with it. The committee will recommend 
to the Senate legislation to improve and accelerate the program, I 
think, and in the review of the program several State highway com- 
missioners have been invited to testify, and we would like to have the 
benefit of your experience and your recommendations of what 
changes—either in the law or administrative procedure, that might 
be made—would improve the program. 

Mr. Leecn. Thank you, Senator. Ihave been reading with interest 
the work of this committee in developing the facts whereby there 
might be some loopholes which would help us to meet the original 
schedule, which I think is imperative that we do, not only from the 
standpoint of relieving the congested traffic situation that we have, 
not only in Tennessee but nationwide, but also in the interest of the 
safety and the development of our economic resources. I am thor- 
oughly convinced that it is of the utmost importance that the overall 
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program as envisioned by the act of 1956 be carried forward on sched- 
ule and we in Tennessee at this time are on schedule. 

I think we are perhaps in the planning state of months ahead of 
schedule in that we have made more progress in developing our overall 
plan than we actually anticipated. 

I understand from some of my fellow commissioners with whom I 
have talked that a number of States are in the same shape. 

However, we have completed that paperwork stage and the plan- 
ning stage to the point now where we need to be getting into and we 
are getting into actual construction, and in doing so, of course, we 
are running into some unforeseen and unanticipated obstacles which 
from time to time appear, I am sure to the public, and to me, to be 
slowing the program down. 

Now we have not been slowed down yet, but it neo pd possible, 
unless we keep right on the ball for ‘that to happen. I do want to 
say that my department has rec eived the very finest cooper: ation from 
the Bureau of Roads and that is particularly true of the local office 
in Tennessee. They have been constantly with the members of my 
staff and with the consultant engineers which we have, and I am sure 
that they are working to expedite matters. There are, however, a 
few things which disturb me and which recently have been giving me 
more concern and which I did not anticipate. 

As I stated, we have reached, and I am sure the other States may 
be in the same position, we have our plans, we are getting ready to 
let contracts, we are letting contracts, but we are running into all 
kinds of obstacles on the acquisition of rights-of-way. 

Now as you know, I am not an engineer. I am a country lawyer 
and from the engineering standpoint, I am giving you the views of 
my engineering staff. 

Senator Gore. Well, in addition, you have, for the record, experi- 
ence as a chief administrative officer of one of Tennessee’s fine counties 
in which position you did a very fine job as county judge. 

Mr. Leecu. Thank you, Senator, but as a country lawyer, I can 
anticipate what we would run into in the acquisition of rights- of-way 
and especially on such a large program as we are now engaged in. 

As an example, in Knoxv ville on a project which we let to contract 
sometime in January, there were 400 separate pieces of property in- 
volved. When you suddenly pea to remake the map of a metro- 
politan area like Knoxville, ashville, or Memphis or any of our 
metropolitan areas in Ameri ica, and on a new concept, we run into 
obstacles that we did not anticipate. The handling of that right-of- 
way problem will acquire the closest of cooperation between the Fed- 
eral agency and the State agency, otherwise, there will be such delays 
in the actual working as to cause the program to do what some are 
now saying that is happening and which I do not think has happened 
yet. That isa lagging of the program. The program has not lagged 
in Tennessee yet. 

Now, recently I have been very much concerned with the change in 
policy on rights-of-way acquisition and if I may, I will quote 2 memo- 
randum to me from my right-of-way engineer attorney. 

We are unable to get a yes or no answer on the question of ap- 
praisals and Mr. Peeler, who has been dealing in right-of-way acquisi- 
tion for the Tennessee Highway Department for more than 25 years, 
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and we realize that running into a thing this big, causes us to have to 
do things that we are not familiar with, and that has happened, but 
here is what he has to say about it. 

Senator Gore. You mean you are unable to get a yes or no answer 
from the Bureau of Roads? 

Mr. Leecu. The question of appraisals, for example, Senator, and 
I believe this letter from Mr. Peeler to me, which is really a memoran- 
dum, will give the picture. 

Mr. Peeler said to me: 


On the 4th day of February, 1958, I wrote you a letter relative to policy and 
procedure memorandum 21-4.1 effective January 31, 1958, as issued by the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads and since that date I have talked to you regarding this 
matter. I am particularly concerned regarding three things. 

One is the fact that no Federal funds are available for the advance buying 
of undeveloped land and that if the State buys the same it has no assurance 
that it will be repaid at such time as will make it profitable for the State to 
tinance the entire transaction. Two is the fact that there is no Federal approval 
of the actions of this Department in acquiring rights-of-way during the time that 
rights-of-way are being acquired. 


Now what he means by that is this: We follow that memorandum 
procedure relative to the appraisals of the property on the project 
involved. We submit those appraisals to the Bureau of Roads. They 
neither approve them nor disapprove them. They acknowledge re- 
ceipt of them and if the State of Tennessee goes ahead and buys upon 
those appraisals or condemns, we take the calculated risk that we will 
not be reimbursed to the amount of the Federal participation and if 
that should happen, Tennessee would not be able to finance the acquisi- 
tion of large areas of rights-of-way which must be acquired consid- 
erable time in advance in order to give families and industries an 
opportunity to relocate. 


And, three, is the fact that the Bureau of Public Roads will not participate 
in the expenditures required by Tennessee law. 

As you know, this Department does not have sufficient funds with which to 
acquire rights-of-way in what we have been referring to as hardship cases with- 
out Federal assistance, and it is not economically feasible for it to invest its 
money for a long period of time in such properties since the interest on the 
amount invested will amount to more than its 10 percent of the increased valua- 
tion of a tract as a result of improvements placed thereon. 

This Department has spent considerable time on certain projects in the past 
in justifying a question propounded by an auditor as to why appeals were not 
taken from the awards of juries of view and other similar questions. I have 
no objection 


This is my right-of-way attorney who runs into those problems 
specifically. 


I have no objection to answering any concrete question relative to expendi- 
tures, but it is terribly difficult and time consuming to explain to an auditor, 
who has not seen the property and never tried a lawsuit and tried to get a 
witness to testify against his neighbor, why something was not done or why 
something was done. 

I call your attention to the fact that under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956 the Congress provided for the payment of the relocation of utility facilities 
in all cases except where such payment would violate a State law or a legal 
contract between the utility and the State. This indicates to me that the Con- 
gress intended for the Bureau of Public Roads to act in all matters in accord- 
ance with the State laws and that the action of the Bureau in not participating 
in the cost of moving personal property as required by State law is ill advised. 
I also find that under Federal statutes the military departments and Housing 
Authorities are authorized to make payments for moving personal property. 
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What he means by that is this: Senator, we have a law in Tennessee 
that a part of the damages in the acquisition of rights-of-way as a 
necessity—we have, we w ill say, a factory that has to move its facilities 
or family that has to move from one house to another, that moving 
cost is a cost under the Tennessee law to be considered and for which 
they may be entitled to be paid. 

Under previous memorandums, they were to be paid. We under- 
stood that they were. Since the rules have been changed they say 
they won’t. That is going to amount to a consider: ible amount of 
money. 

Those three considerable items are the only ones in which we have 
encountered too much trouble up to the present time. They have oe 
as I stated, up to this date, slowed us down, but they can. And, 
think that the State highway departments and the Bureau of sats 
could get together, for “if this continues to where we cannot get an 
answer as to whether our appraisals are in keeping with what the 
Federal Government will be willing to reimburse, it will become neces- 
sary for Tennessee to request of the Bureau of Roads that it acquire 
its rights-of-way, and I think that that would be a tremendous handi 
cap to the Bureau for I do not think they would have the staff and 
would not be as familiar with local conditions as the procedures 
which we have been following. 

Senator Gore. What safeguard do you have, Commissioner, as a 
protection against undue expenditure in the right-of-w ay acquisition ¢ 

Mr. Lercu. Senator, we have tried to place every safeguard we could 
think of, yet at the same time it is almost impossible to keep property 
from suddenly getting a value that it did not, in my opinion, have 
before the road was located. And every time you get before a jury 
of view, it is my opinion that — is nothing we can do unless we 

san get public opinion to realize the fact that a property owner is en- 
titled to fair and just compensation, but not to profit unnecessarily 
at the expense of the Federal and State Governments. Up to the 
present time, I think that we are having to pay more for most rights- 

of-ways than the property would sell for on the open market. 

Now to answer specifically your question. On all properties we have 
two independent and separate real-estate appraisers who list upon a 
regular form the type of properties and compare those properties 
with sale values of the other properties in the community and neigh- 
borhood. 

Senator Gore. Are these appraisers employees of the State or con- 
tractors for the State ? 

Mr. Lercu. We have—the two that I mentioned are independent, 
separate people, usually regular real-estate appraisers. Now, then, in 
addition to that, I have my staff working for me regularly who then 
review the findings of those real-estate men who have placed the 
evaluation upon the properties. Then we have four divisions in 
Tennessee, and we have an engineer and an attorney and a man whom 
we consider to be fairly conversant with real-estate values, who re- 
views the appraisals made by the real-estate people and then recom- 
mends to the Bureau what we think we should pay for the property, 
and if we cannot get it for that, then that we should go into litigation 
and try through the courts. 
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Senator Gore. Are these recommendations which are made to you 
generally within, or always within, or sometimes without the range 
between the estimates of the appraisers ? 

Mr. Lrecu. I do not believe | get your question. 

Senator Gore. Well, you have one appraiser that will estimate 
property as being w orth $2,000, the second appraiser will estimate the 
property as being worth $3, 000, then your professional staff reviews 
it and makes a rec ommendation to you; do they recommend within 
the range of the two appraisals, two to three thousand dollars? 

Mr. Leecu. Yes, sir; that is practically always the case. 

Senator Gore. Now, I have been informed that one State follows 
a practice of in ariably offering to the owner the highest appraisal. 
You do not do that? 

Mr. Leecn. No, sir; we do not, and I do not think it should be done. 

Senator Gore. Then, after you have the appraisals of two inde- 
pendent realtors and your staff reviews and recommends to you the 
value, you then undertake to negotiate with the owner for the acqui- 
sition of the property ¢ 

Mr. Lercu. That is correct, and that is done by a separate individ- 
ual from the one who did the appraising. We do not feel that the 
person who does the appraising should then do the negotiating for 
purchasing. 

Senator Gore. Well, that would seem to be a well-safeguarded 
procedure. 

Mr. Lercu. Of course, when we do have to go into litigation, and 
if we had to litigate all of the cases, as Mr. Peeler stated in one of 
his memorandums to me, if we were not able to negotiate and buy 
most of the property, the courts of Tennessee would be so clogged 
that it would be many, many years before we would ever know what 
we were going to have to pay. We are going to have to purchase 
most of it by negotiations, and what I was complaining of with the 
Bureau was the fact that, before I purchase the property, I would 
like for them to review it, for somebody to review it, and say, “All 
right; the Bureau agrees with you that this appraisal is fair, and, if 
you do go up to this. amount, you can expect a reimbursement.” But 
we do not get that kind of answer at this time. 

Senator Gorr. You mean, despite what would appear to me to be a 
safeguarded procedure, the State is still placed at its entire and com- 
plete risk to proceed to acquire rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Leecu. That is correct, sir. We have to assume all of the risk, 
make the decision, assume all the risks; they say to us then, after we 
have bought it, they will review our actions and if, in their opinion, 
we have acted wise, they will reimburse us in such amounts as the 
Bureau considers to be adequate compensation. Now, I am not an- 
ticipating that there will be any arbitrary action on the part of the 
Bureau, because there never has been in the 5 years that I have been 
there; there has been no arbitrary action, and my association with the 
Bureau of Roads has been most pleasant, but it could cone eivably hap- 
pen and, of course, I think definitely that everything that every State 
does should be reviewed carefully and looked into with caution, just 
as we should look into them. I think we should be protected, but I 
think we should have some kind of definite answer, before we start 
into negotiation, as to what the Bureau of Roads thinks the property 
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is worth, the same as what we think it is worth, and if there is a differ- 
ence of opinion between us, why, then, let’s reach an agreement— 
maybe we are too high, they are too low, or vice versa— and arrive at 
a figure whereby we ‘both think we can go to the landowner and pur- 
chase the property. 

Senator Gore. Has the Bureau of Roads approved the procedure 
by which you acquire rights-of-way 4 

Mr. Leecu. Yes, sir. Now, that is one of the things that disturbs 
me. We made an appraisal and using a specific example, it is in 
Nashville, under a memorandum dated in 1956, we took considerable 
time to go over this property, and look it over. 

Senator Gore. Which project is this ? 

Mr. Leecu. That is within the Nashville Expressway. ‘Then, about 
the time we got through, the new memorandum of 21-4.1 was super- 
seded by a memorandum of the same number of January 31, 1958, re- 
quiring considerable additional things, such as the taking of pictures 
of all improvements above ground. Well, if we have to employ a 
staff of photographers, buy a lot of high-priced—“Kodaks” is not the 
word—but, anyhow, whatever photographers use, and go back and go 
over all of that again, we will be delayed, Senator, and, just as a 
country lawyer, a picture of the improvements to someone who has 
never seen it would be of no value except in trying of a lawsuit, to 
try to confuse somebody, to try to confuse a jury with it, because the 
man that knows what is on the property is the man who has gone 
there, and we have a form listing what kind of foundation it is and 
all the improvements, and he is the man better qualified to say about 
that than a picture we might take is, and especially without the delays 
that we will have to go into. 

Senator Gore. You are not making a plea of guilty as a country 
iawyer having to use pictures 4 

Mr. Lercu. Yes, sir; since that particular subject is not under in- 
aes I plead guilty toit,Senator. [Laughter ] 

Senator Gore. Well, you followed the regulations of the Bureau 
in the first instance, insofar as you know, to the letter in acquiring 
property for rights-of-way. And then an amended regulation comes 
requiring photogr: aphs, and you cannot proceed until you do that? 

Mr. Leecu. That is correct. 

Senator Gorr. You mean of all improvements above surface? 

Mr. Leecu. That is my understanding oi the memorandum. Now, 
I do know that that is Mr. Peeler’s understanding of it. 

Senator Gore. Well, as you know, Mr. Commissioner, this commit- 
tee has undertaken to bring to the light of public attention any cor- 
ruption or wrongdoing in this program, and it has always urged the 
Bureau of Roads to exercise every due precaution, to throw every 

safeguard around the expenditure of so vast a sum as is involved in 
this highway program. Mr. Leech, it might be that some of these 
steps are as a result of this precaution which we have urged. 

Mr. Lencu. Senator, I agree with you eee eee and I think 
every safeguard should be thrown around, but, at the same time, | 
believe that there should be such close cooperation in that when the 
local Bureau of Roads office has gone over something with us, and it 
goes through the channels, and, by the time it gets back, I think 
that we should have a definite established policy that we can anticipate 


ae LLL LLL 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 281 


that we will proceed on during the construction program that we 
have outlined, such as we have outlined i in Tennessee, 5 5-year program. 

Senator Gore. Have you had an incident in which you have fol- 
lowed the regulations by the Bureau of Roads and in which you 
have obtained approval of the local and the district Bureau of Roads 
officials, but in which you have not been able to obtain either a yes 
or no answer by the final authority in Washington ? 

Mr. Lercu. Yes, sir. Now, that is not particularly rights-of-way 
that I am fixing to mention now, because as I say, we have not yet 
run into that trouble. We have just been uncertain; we have taken 
the calculated risk of going ahead and buying properties, based upon 
the appraisals which we have, in the hope that we will be reimbursed, 
and so far we have had no trouble. 

Senator Gore. But without approval ¢ 

Mr. Leecnu. Yes, sir; without approval in advance. We have not 
been able to get an approval in advance, and I think we should have, 
of course, subject to this thing that you just mentioned. I think, even 
though they give us approv al in advance based upon that, they should 
then go back and look into it, if there is anything wrong, but the 
burden of proof after we have gone in should not be on the State. 
I think we should have some kind of agreement, first, as to what 
would be a fair value, and then, if later on there is something wrong 
certainly, they should look into it and look into it very carefully, 
but, assuming that all of us are proceeding on good faith a which 
I am assuming and which I am sure we are, we should have a definite 
understanding that, assuming that everybody is acting on good faith, 
and rights-of-way acquisition is a matter of opinion to begin with, so 
long as everybody is acting in good faith, this is an amount that you 

can expect to be reimbursed in. Then, under that, we can go out and 
buy it. I am antitvipating we will run into trouble unless we can 
work that out. 

Senator Gore. Before you leave that, if I understand correctly, 
your view is that an agreed procedure for acquisition of rights-of- 
Ways, a procedure contained in every reasonable safeguard should be 
agreed upon between a State highway department and the Bureau of 
Roads. Then, after these procedures are followed and an acquisition 
is made or is about to be made within the range of appraised values, 
it is your view that the Bureau of Roads should approve with the 
exception that if any evidence of fraud, wrongdoing, subsequently 
appears, then it would be open to consideration, but otherwise stands 
approved. 

Mr. Leecu. Otherwise stands approved. In other words, I think 
there should also be a provision, even though we have agreed, they 
can come in and if any highway department has failed to follow the 
procedure that was agreed upon or there has been any kind of col- 
lusion between the property owners and any government agency or 
any Official or anything, that certainly, definitely should be looked 
into, and they should have the right of course then, to refuse to re- 
imburse based upon those grounds. But not based upon the grounds 
of difference of opinion as to value. 

As that matter now stands, the appraiser which we have and the 
independent real-estate appraiser which we have may have one opin- 
ion, but if the auditor of the Bureau of Roads should just have a 
different opinion, we would not receive reimbursement. 
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Now then you asked of some other things that can slow us down 
on one project. It was my understanding that several months ago, 
on the construction of the Wharf Avenue Bridge in Nashville, which 
you are familiar with, but which is very important in the national 
expressway system and is one project which must be built first in 
order that we can get the materials-across the Cumberland River for 
construction of usable sections of the expressway, it was my under- 
standing that the members of my staff, the consulting engineers, the 
local Bureau of Roads engineers, and the Corp of Engineers, who 
have to grant the elevation agreed that the elevation of that bridge 
would be the same as the last ‘bridge constructed up the river a little 
piece. For a long, long time, that has been going backward and for- 
wards, and I do know where it has always been but I do not know 
where it is now, except that we get a letter asking us to make ad- 
ditional studies as to the economic feasibility of lowering the 
elevation. 

Senator Gort. Who wanted the lower elevation ? 

Mr. Leecu. The Bureau of Roads. They did not say that we 
should have it lowered, that is the point that I am getting to, they 
shouldn’t say we should or should not, but after we made, had our 
consulting engineers to make all of the studies which we considered 
to be required and after it was our understanding that it was agreed 
upon that the Corps of Engineers would grant us a permit only on 
the same elevation of the last constructed bridge, then we are asked 
to make additional studies. Of course, we have spent 2 years making 
studies and a lot of additional studies will hold the program up, that 
is the thing I was saying would again held us up. 

Senator Gore. You say it was your opinion that you had made all 
of the studies required. Did the Bureau of Roads subsequently say 
you had not made the proper studies ? 

Mr. Leecu. No, sir; they just asked for necessary additional 
studies because of economic feasibility. The making of those will 
consume considerable time and the br idge should be placed under con- 
tract and the Corps of Engineers have s: said that they will not approve 
any lower elevation. 

Senator Gore. You mean one Federal agency has told you they 
will not approve a lower elevation and you have proceeded to make 
your surveys on that basis and now, despite the decision of the Corps 
of Engineers, your project is being held up? 

Mr. Lercu. Pending further studies as to the economic feasibility 
of lowering the elevation. 

Now, Senator, I want a distinct understanding, I am not criticizing. 
Because of the bigness of this problem, maybe we have not sat down 
and reached such concrete agreement. Some of it may be our fault 
but if it is, I think those things definitely should be ironed out so we 
can go ahead for traflic is not getting any less in Nashville, I can tell 
you that. 

Senator Gore. I appreciate your attitude toward the Bureau of 
Roads. I would like you to know that after talking with you in 
Nashville about these problems, that I came back and the very next 
day, talked to Secretary Weeks and he made notes and was going 
to undertake to profit by your experience and facilitate administrative 
decisions. 
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Mr. Leecu. I certainly appreciate that and that was the purpose 
of me talking to you, not for the purpose of any criticism because, 
as I say, our associations have been pleasant. However, I think that 
since we are looking into those things which may delay the program, 
that is one of the things which we should be considering and reach 
some kind of definition, so we can give them a “Yes” or “No” and 
then they can give us a“ Yes” or “No.” 

Senator Gore. Well, Commissioner, what is the decision of the 
Tennessee Department of Highways with respect to the proposed 
stretchout of the Interstate and Defense Highway System ? 

Mr. Leecu. Senator, I personally think it would be tragic. Al- 
ready, as a result, you know what caused our traffic congestion. We 
had revolutionary changes, not only in the volume of traffic, but type 
of traffic during World Waf II on our roads during that period. We 
got so far behind that we are getting to the point unless real relief 
is given, I think it is going to tre »mendously cripple our economy. 

Now, if it is stretched out any longer, we are continuing to have 
the same kind of increases and I agree with the statement that some- 
one made that it is altogether possible by that then, those roads will 
be just as out of date for the type of traffic we are going to have then 
as the ones we have now for the traffic we have now. I definitely 
think that if it ean be financed, that the original 13-year program 
should be adhered to. 

Senator Gore. The State of Tennessee has made its arrangements 
and ineurred its obligations to the end of complying with this part 
of a 13-year schedule ? 

Mr. Leecn. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gorr, Now, one additional question. Due to the economic 
recession, this committee has been trying to learn what States and 
how many States could use to proper advantage additional funds in 
the construction months of 1958, funds in addition to those presently 
apportioned to the states. Now, I asked the executive secretary of 
the State highway organization to contact all of the State highway 
departments to obtain that information, but since you are here, I 
would like to get your answer now. 

Mr. Lercn. We answered Mr. Johnson’s wire yesterday. We re- 
ceived the telegram based upon your inquiry of Mr. Alf Johnson, 
executive of the American Association of State Highway Officials and 
my staff answered it to this effect, that we could, based upon the 
plans whic ‘h we have on the drawing board and which we can reason- 
ably anticipate to complete during this calendar year, we could place 
under construction $25 million more than that which we have 
available. 

Senator Gore. And you can place it under contract in the calendar 
months and construction months of 1958 ? 

Mr. Lercn. Provided we did not run into obstacles of getting the 
rights-of-way cleared and things of that kind, getting them approved, 
but based upon our 2-year studies in establishing our entire system, 
the entire system which has been established and approved, including 
the 4 metropolitan areas, we outlined a 5-year construction program 
which we could meet with plans and which we would be able to ob- 
ligate if funds were available. That plan exceeded the amount of 
money which we will have this year. Consequently, we had to go in 
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and by the process of selective priorities, we had to eliminate a num- 
ber of projects on the Interstate System which we could have and 
which we still could, we believe, have gotten under construction dur- 
ing the calendar year of 1958. 

We estimated then, we had to eliminate approximately $25 million 
worth. 

Senator Hruska. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Are you telling us all your apportionments for 
interstate have been actually obligated 

Mr. Lercu. No, sir, but it all will be. We have a small apportion- 
ment, a small amount of the 1959, fiscal year 1959 interstate funds 
unobligated at this time, but plans are far enough along that all will 
be obligated before July 1. 

Senator Hruska. And this $25 million to which you refer, is that 
all interstate money / 

Mr. Leecu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska, That you would be able to spend 

Mr. Leecu. I did not actually ask the staff, Senator, specifically 
about that. I am sure that there would be some primary connecting 
roads in connection with it. 

Senator Hruska. The bulk of it would be interstate / 

Mr. aes The bulk would be interstate, yes. 

Senator Gore. Well, Commissioner, I do not want to ask you to 
assume any responsibility other than that which vou already have 
which is already heavy. Of course, the Congress of the United 
States does have tremendous national responsibilities, not only for 
highways, but for the economic well-being of the country. As a 
practical administrator of Government affairs, you know that there 
is a time lag between the initiation of a plan and the actual con- 
struction and expenditure of money and accomplishment of the 
project. One of the available public works programs to which we 
can turn, as our domestic economy has turned down, is a program on 
which there has been advance planning. You have just told us that 
beginning with the enactment of the 1956 act, you initiated plans 
on a 5-year program, that advance planning has been made on that 
basis, and that your planning involved a projection of funds and 
expenditure in excess of that which is now available or which is ex- 
pected to be available within the period and that in the calendar 
year 1958, you could put to practical use approximately $25 million 
for which the advanced planning has been primarily made. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Leecu. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Gore. That illustrates the view I have had that here was 
a program ready at hand, a public works program, a public improve- 
ment program from which the economy could be stimulated. Now, 
is it your view that as a citizen of Tennessee and as a former county 
official and now an experienced State official, that an expenditure of 
$25 million would materially aid the economic conditions in our State. 

Mr. Lercu. Definitely because in the building of a highway system, 
and it is not only true in Tennessee—I am sure it is true in a number 
of other States—we have so many local industries which depend al- 
most entirely upon highway work. That in Tennessee is particularly 
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true of the limestone industry which employs a good many people 
and is a real cog in our economy, as well as the various furnishers 
of the materials and supplies, as well as the labor actually consumed 
in the construction of roads. I think definitely that when we get the 
amount of roads under construction this year which we anticipate, 
that we can see some taking up of the slack for that very particular 
purpose and I think the other would help that much more. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neusercer. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I have 
been pleased to hear the commissioner’s observations and information. 
I am sure the commissioner and his fellow residents of Tennessee 
are well aware of the fact that there would be no interstate road 
program at all were it not for the leadership in this manner shown 
by your very able junior Senator of Tennessee. 

Mr. Lercu. I am very well aware of that fact because the Senator 
and I were in constant contact during the time that he was working 
so diligently on it and we certainly appreciate it and I appreciate 
your observation on it, Senator. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Commissioner 

Senator Gorr. Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. I have often wondered, Mr. Chairman, what did 
account for the drive and the wisdom and the vision which the chair- 
man displayed, but now that we learn that our witness here has aided 
and abetted him, I can better understand it. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Leecn. Let me say this, Senator, in that connection, he not 
only called me, but being the wise Senator that he is, he called men 
connected with the rural road system, as well as those of the State 
highway officials, mayors of the towns, and on one occassion, I think 
he had about 10 or 12 of us here, including the mayors of Chattanooga 
and Nashville, and I assure you, he did give the matter considerable 
thought. 

Senator Hruska. I am sure you are right. Our chairman is an 
experienced legislator and he knows the wisdom and necessity of con- 
tacting people who are familiar with problems on which he is dealing 
on a field level, and that remark, Mr. Chairman, was not made face- 
tiously nor too seriously, but I think testifies to the leadership that the 
chairman has given to this legislation and to this committee. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Senator Hruska. There are one or two questions I would like to 
ask the witness, Mr. Chairman. First of all, Mr. Commissioner, with 
reference to this memorandum which you had from your State engi- 
neer, you said basically you were unable to get a yes or no answer 
from the Bureau of Public Roads. May I inquire as to what effort has 
been made to get a yes or no answer in those particulars ¢ 

Mr. Lercu. We submit, just as I said to you, Senator, we submit 
the entire appraisal of each individual piece of property to the Bureau 
and we receive a letter back which says, “We have received your 
recommendation,” or “your appraisal, and we are filing it for future 
reference.” 

Senator Hruska. Have you ever discussed with the Poreau of 
Public Roads the basic deficiency of that entire fashion of handling 
this matter as you have presented it to us today ? 

Mr. Leecu. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hruska. With whom and what results? 

Mr. Leecu. I want to say this in all fairness, I think they are mov- 
ing toward some kind of a system to eliminate that but TL was just 
hoping—I called it to the Senator’s attention and I think that we can 
iron it out, but it is one of the things that I am fearful of unless we do, 

can cause us considerable delay. 

Senator Hruska. So far it has not ? 

Mr. Lercu. No, sir, we have not gotten it completely ironed out 
yet. As a matter of fact, on February 19, I furnished the Bureau 
with a copy of that memorandum. 

Senator Hruska. Fine. I am wondering, Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure that if this procedure and these three points have been experi- 
enced by the State of Tennessee and do prove to be of some potential 
trouble, if they are not now, I wonder if it would not be well for this 
committee to refer that memorandum to the Bureau of Public Roads 
and ask them for their explanation of it and for their comment. 

Senator Gore. If the commissioners would be willing for us to have 
the memorandum, that would be fine. 

Mr. Lrecn. Yes, sir, I will give you a copy of it. I want it dis- 
tinctly understood what I have to say with reference to it is not 
criticism of the Bureau of Roads. The Bureau's problems have been 
doubled and tripled, just as ours have, and we both have been making 
mistakes. I think if we are to carry this thing through, we must all 
get together and quit making as many mistakes as we possibly can— 
both of us. There must be the closest cooperation between us. 

Senator Gore. This committee has ew you to contribute from 
your experience your suggestions as to how this program may be 
accelerated and facilitated and the fact that you have made what in 
your view is a constructive suggestion need not be interpreted as being 
antagonistic or criticism of the Bureau of Roads. 

Mr. Lrecu. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. I think Senator Hruska v Mt leree, 

Senator Hruska. Sure and the witness’ latest statement indicates 
his fairness and I can imagine that the ie of Public Roads has 
its problems because that amended memorandum with reference to 
rights-of-way, I think, prom ibly followed some of the disclosures made 
before this committee with reference to irregularities and also difli- 
culties in acquiring rights-of-way. 

Now obvious ly, where they are called upon to approve the expen- 
diture of 90 percent of those funds, they have to be careful. They 
have to put a lot of things in there and yet if they do it to the point 
of immobilizing the program, we would not like that either and I do 
not think you would. 

Now, let me ask you about this picture business. I am not an 
expert in the field of appraisals. It did happen that I practiced law 
for quite a number of years before I came to the Congress and I do 
not recall, frankly, Mr. Commissioner, of a single appr: aisal of real 
estate which I hi ‘a ‘paid money for, either for myself or on behalf of 
my clients, where the appraisal did not also contain among its docu 
ments a picture of the physical properties. Now, I just wonder, 
maybe if we move up to the realm of the rarified atmosphere, the 
Bureau of Public Roads may not believe we need pictures. I have 
always found it helpful, all my clients have and all of the people with 
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whom I did business. Is there some substantial difference between 
that situation and the situation you describe? 

Mr. Leecu. Yes, sir, I think to this point; I have no objection to 
doing it in the future, but I object to having to go back over a num- 
ber that we have already done on the different procedure, which we 
are getting ready to acquire now and delay the acquisition of those 
wherein we have already followed the rules that were in existence prior 
to the requirement of it. 

Of course, I differ with the Senator that it is of any material value, 
but that is a difference of opinion. 

Senator Hruska. Perhaps not and yet it is a common business prac- 
tice and I do not quite see the difference between an individual isolated 
transaction and those transactions on the Interstate System or any 
other. I cannot see why just because there are a thousand it would 
not be right to do it there, but it would be in one instance ? 

Mr. Leecu. I think, Senator, in all probability, most of yours would 
be like mine, you would have one case wherein there would be some 
specific items and I think where we have mE and where the 
amount is large, yes, that should be done. But, in sections of the 
metropolitan areas, especially in those areas ann we are also build- 
ing the expressways and there being a rehabilitation section or what- 
ever it is that you call them, redevelopme nt areas, there are properties 
all of which look pretty much alike, and do not involve a whole lot of 
money, I think we should get t down and fix those places where in the 
future, we would require them and where we would not. I can see the 
benefit for the auditor. 

Senator Hruska. I can see that. On the other hand, unless it would 
delay acquisition, I presume you have a taking statute in Tennessee 
like they have any place else. I think if it would delay the program, 
obviously, it would be an administrative burden, even for the common- 
sense thing, if we are going to exact of our Bureau of Roads a strict 
accounting for the money to spend a large amount; as well as the 
States, for this type of thing. 

I do not know what the precaution of a picture is worth, whether 
it is by Kodak or whatever else they use, but it might be a pretty good 
precaution. 

Mr. Leecu. To go back and do those we are already in the process of 
buying? 

Senator Hruska. I do not know about that. 

Senator Gore. You object to ex post facto provision. 

| Laughter. | 

Senator Hruska. One other question which has to do with the cost 
on the interstate. I notice by the tabulation, the original estimate in 
House Document No. 120, the estimate was $380 million, and under 
House Document No. 300, the estimate for Tennessee to furnish the In- 
terstate System is $1,076, about 3 times as much. Now, I am going to 
ask you this question because it comes up constantly with reference to 
other States and I do not want to pinpoint Tennessee, and as proof of 
that, I can say that our Nebraska estimate originally was $106 mil- 
lion—that is my own State—and it is now $282 million. There are 
other States who have been caught in the same set of circumstances and 
undoubtedly, have reasons in common for that apparently large in- 
crease in the estimate of costs. 
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Now, I am wondering if you can tell us, inasmuch as you are here, 
what principal factors have gone into the situation in Tennessee, 
which warrant that increase from the $380 million to the $1,076 billion 4 

Mr. Leecu. Senator, I believe that I can explain that. We are 
launching upon the building of a system of roads that envisions a 
uniform desire. On the ori iginal estimate that was first made, we were 
asked on very short notice to estimate what it would take to build 
and as we considered and as our estimate was made—I am sure you 
will find it true of many of the other States—really on improving of 
many of our existing primary roads upon what was then considered to 
be the interstate standard. That was done rapidly and was done 
upon the assumption that in the building of an interstate system, 
we would be able to use any number of our existing federally num- 
bered roads such as U.S. 41. 

Then when we actually got down into a study of what designs 
needed to be done in order to take care of the tremendous volume of 
traffic which 25 to 30 years now we can reasonably anticipate we will 
have, we discovered in Tennessee, just as they did in many other 
places, that it would be impossible to use any existing roads, that 
they could not be brought to that standard, and it was absolutely 
necessary both for defense highways and for the building of con- 
trolled access roads, to redesign. 

We did not make that first estimate on anything like the uniform 
standard of design which was ultimately decided upon by the high- 
way departments of all the States of the United States. 

Senator Hruska. In fact that design had not as yet been formu- 
lated or approved at the time you made your first estimate ? 

Mr. Leecu. We had no idea whatsoever as to what they were actu- 
ally talking about. We assumed that they were talking of improv- 
ing existing roads just as we were improving on the design and stand- 
ards which we had at that time, say, the addition of 2 additional lanes 
where we had 2 lanes and a 6-foot median strip, whereas when we 
actually got down into the design of the controlled access road, which 
we envision on the Interstate System, it will be a 54-foot median strip, 
so that in the future you will not be involved with a right-of-way 
problem, and looking toward the future when two ad litional lanes 
will be necessary, you can move to the center instead of the outside, 
looking also to the volume of traffic with the increased materials that 
would go into the building of this type of road. 

Senator Hruska. And then there was some increase in costs as be- 
tween the periods of time? 

Mr. Lerecu. That has not been too much. The increase in costs 
has not been the main reason. The last figure which we give you is 
based upon almost 2 years of real scientific investigation and study 
and development of the facts as they are. The first one which we 
got up in a hurry was purely, I wou ld say, a “guesstimate” in place 
of an estimate. 

Senator Hruska. Fine. Now, one final question, and that has to 
do with the obligations of your other apportionments besides the 
Interstate Highway System. Have you at your command the approx- 
imate obligation of your apportionments on the primary and second- 
ary ? 

Mr. Leecn. It is all obligated. 
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Senator Hruska. It is all obligated. That is a very splendid rec- 
ord. Thank you very much for that explanation of this other. I 
am sure it has been covered in other parts of the record, but inas- 
much as you were here, I think it lends a great deal to the under- 
standing for the net increase of 37 percent overall. 

Mr. Lerecu. There were some of the States who had toll roads 
almost on an interstate design which was ultimately arrived at and 
they were almost able to hit it on the nose. I will say this, since we 
made that estimate, we have let a number of contracts and we have 
been letting contracts within the estimate which we estimated in the 
$1,076 billion. 

Senator Hruska. Verifying the firmness of your estimates ? 

Mr. Lercu. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nrupercer (presiding). Senator Case, do you have any 
questions of the Commissioner ? 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to follow along a little 
further on the last group of questions by Senator Hruska, and that 
Was with respect to the reasons for the increase in costs. 

Mr. Commissioner, to what extent has the increase in costs been 
due, if at all, to the requirement in the act that consideration must 
be given to local service needs ? 

Mr. Lercn. Senator, I could not answer that question except this 
fact. In our original est imate, of course, we were just assuming that 
we would be pretty well going to all of the towns anyhow. Now then, 
when you ‘come down to that. I think definitely access roads to all 
of the communities making the roads usable to all of the people is 
absolutely necessary, so that particular section of it is only a portion 
of the difference in design of our final figures and the design of our 
original figures. They are two different concepts of building. 

Senator Case. The language I had reference to is in section 116: 

It is further declared that one of the most important objectives of this act is 
the prompt completion of the Interstate System. Insofar as possible in con- 
Sonance with this objective, existing highways located on an interstate route 
Shall be used to the extent that such use is practicable, suitable, and feasible, it 
being the intent that local needs 
and Iam coming to the clause I especially have in mind 


it being the intent that local needs, to the extent practicable. Suitable, and feas- 
ible, shall be given equal consideration with the needs of interstate commerce. 


Now I have heard the suggestion made that that has resulted in 
Increasing the costs somewhat / 

Mr. Lercn. Senator, I would not think so, for this reason: Of 
course, that is no a mandatory regulation, and I think that when the 
ultimate design was decided upon, which would meet our needs of 
today and tomorrow, that in the absence of this language, the high- 
way planner, realizing that it would be his duty not only to handle 
traffic, but to protect the economy of all communities affected by it, 
that he would normally try to do just what they state the intent is 
anyway. 

I think the difference is the fact that we have a uniform standard 
now. In Tennessee we had determined that more than half of the 
8,200 miles which we had were totally inadequate to take care of the 
present-day traffic. Our standards were not. as high as some stand- 
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ards, but now we have a uniform standard. Frankly, when the first 
estimate was made, no one in any State had anything to go by. 

Senator Case. I think that is true in a great many States. We put 
that language in there, however, in the 1956 act because we were get- 
ting the 1 impression that some people planning the Interstate System 
might be inclined to give more consideration to the needs of inter- 
state commerce and neglect the needs of the community where the 
road was and where there would be some inconvenience caused, so 
we put that in there with a purpose, it being the intent that local 
needs, to the extent practicable, suitable, and feasible, shall be given 
equal consideration with the needs of interstate commerce. 

Now, you are saying, as I understand it, that as far as you are 
concerned in designing, you would have that intent in any event? 

Mr. Lerecu. Certainly, because in my mind, Senator Case, we would 
be defeating the very purpose for which we are building the Inter- 
state System if we built the Interstate System and did not at the 
same time give it the proper feeder roads to preserve the economy. 
If we built something that destroyed the economy of all the commu- 
nities in Tennessee, I would not be in favor of building them. 

Senator Cass. I think you have the same point of view that the 
committee has in that respect. 

Mr. Leecu. I think that is wise language in the bill. 

Senator Case. And where the design was worked out with that 
intent in mind, why probably, the increased costs which we have in 
these new estimates could not be attributed to the absence of that in 
the law previously. 

Mr. Leecu. I think really it would boil down to the fact that the 
original.estimates were made without the necessary scientific studies. 
Consequently, it was not an estimate, it was a guess, and between that 
time, real scientific studies, based upon uniform procedure, were made, 
and, as a result of that, we have more nearly what the actual cost is to 
build the system. 

Senator Casr. A great many of the States—in fact, I have not made 
any detailed study—but most of the States certainly show an increase 
in their estimates now over the previous ones. I think Tennessee is 


one of the larger percentagewise. My State is practically double 
what it was in the earlier guess, and that, , think, was due partly to the 
fact that we were thinking i in terms of a 2-lane highway and some of 


the portions of it now certainly require 4-lane highways. But, Ten- 
nessee, I notice, is probably 250 or 260 percent highe x than the original 
figure. 

Mr. Leecu. Now, we did not figure as many miles on the original 
one either as will be necessary because our studies did not show them 
to be necessary. I think that is an important factor. Frankly, the 
first one we put in was just, well really, it had no facts back of it to 
support it. 

The one which we did submit to the Congress does have the factual 
data to support it. 

Senator Case. And you were given guidelines by the Bureau of 
Public Roads in this later estimate ? 

Mr. Lerecu. Yes, sir. We have had in the planning stage and in 
the working out of these estimates the best cooperation, assistance, 
and guidance and direction from the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. That is all. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 991 


Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Commissioner. We 
certainly appreciate your being here and giving us the benefit of your 
information and views. 

Mr. Leecu. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. I would just like to state before we call the next 
witness that the distinguished chairman of the subcommittee asked 
me to preside temporarily in his absence because he had to attend a 
very important meeting of the Senate Finance Committee. I, myself, 
have a matter on some Indian problems, as chairman of the Indian 
Affairs Subcommittee, at 11:30, and when I leave at that time, I am 
going to ask Senator Case if he will be able to preside in my absence, 
if I can presume upon you ? 

Senator Case. You can, Mr. Chairman. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Nevusercer. Our next witness, if I am not mistaken, is Mr. 
Roy P. Gladney, county commissioner of Polk County, State of 
Florida, representing the National Asssociation of County Officials, 
Mr. Gladney, we are pleased to have you with us. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could make a few 
preliminary remarks to the testimony of Mr. Gladney 

Senator Neusercer. Certainly. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Gladney represents the National Association 
of County Officials, an organization with which I was actively asso- 
ciated for many years. In fact, at one time, they were kind enough 
to confer upon me the honor of being a member of their board of 
directors and, at a later time and for several years, I was one of their 
national vice presidents. 

It is an organization which is a large one, covering in their member- 
ship virtually every St: i in the Union, over some 6,000 members, and 
it has interested itself in a host of problems, including especially 
this problem of aca and farm-to-market roads. 

Perhaps Senator Case of South Dakota will recall the testimony, 
either in the House or here, back in 1948 of Judge Forman of Ala- 
bama, who was chairman of that committee and he was one of the 
pioneers in this field. 

Now, his work is being carried on by others. He was not able to 
be here. Mr. Gladney for 20 years has been a member of the county 
board, the County Commission of Imperial Polk County, Fla. He 
will testify and before I yield to him, however, I should like to say 
that we have present here, and I should like to present him to the 
committee, Mr. Bernard F. Hillenbrand, who is executive director 
of the National Association of County Officials. Also, we have one 
of Mr. Gladney’s fellow commissioners here, Julian Durange, vice 
chairman of the board, Imperial Polk County, Fla. 

I am sure the knowledge that these men bring and the information 
they bring to us, coming from an area which probably is not quite as 
glamorous as the Interstate Highway System will nevertheless be very 
valuable. 

Mr. Gladney, I for one, want to say I am proud to make these pre- 
liminary remarks and welcome you. 
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STATEMENT OF ROY P. GLADNEY, COMMISSIONER, POLK COUNTY, 
FLA., AND MEMBER OF THE ROADS AND HIGHWAY COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS; ACCOMPANIED 
BY BERNARD F. HILLENBRAND, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS; AND JULIAN 
DURANCE, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, POLK COUNTY, FLA. 


Mr. Guapney. Thank you, Senator and I am certainly proud you 
made them and it is a distinct pleasure to appear. I want to say 
that I am just a little country boy. Judge Forman was supposed to 
do this talking and I found out last night that I was going to do it. 

Senator NEUBERGER. We welcome you and most of ‘the roads are 
being built in the country and country area, so you have a great stake 
in the matter. I want to echo what Senator Hruska said about our 
sometimes concentrating our attention on the more glamorous Inter- 
state System which seems to monopolize most of our time, but I rep- 
resent a State that has vast rural areas and I appreciate from talking 
to my own county officials, the importance of our not neglecting these 
secondary roads. So, we are very pleased to have you here today. 

Mr. Guapney. Just to bring you a little information from our own 
home county, we have about 2,000 miles of road. We produce 80 
percent of the phosphi ute and 50 percent of all citrus is grown in 
Imperial Polk County. That “Imperial” is a name that we give it 
because we think it belongs. 

Senator Neusercer. I wondered if it wasa hyphenated name? 

Mr. Guapney. It is an official chamber of commerce name. 

Senator Neusercer. It is used primarily then as an adjective. 

Mr. Guapney. I bring you greetings and they are not as warm as 
they should be because the weather has not been up to par in Florida 
this winter, but we do bring you greetings from the State of Florida 
and Polk County. 

It is a pleasure to be here and represent an organization like the 
National Association of County Officials and it is a distinct pleasure 
of being with the Senator, a past vice president of the association, 
who has seen fit to go higher in the world, and we are proud he did, 
for all concerned. 

This national association, as the Senator said, is composed of 6,000 
members and while we are heartily in accord with the Interstate 
System, we want you to know that out of the 755,278 miles of Federal- 
aid roads, some 520,371 or something of that nature is secondary and 
urban and primary roads. 

I want to speak to that for just a little and especially pertaining 
to civil defense. We have one limited access road which goes from 
Tampa through our State, Tampa being quite an airport on the west 
of us. Polk County, according to civil ‘defense statistics, is the place 
for them to come. Orlando, in the county zust north from us is quite 
an airport town and Polk County is a point for them to come. They 
could not even get on limited access, so we have to have primary and 
urban roads in case of a calamity, which we hope never happens, to 
get to Polk County where we can feed and house them, and so forth. 

While we are in accord with the Interstate System, we certainly do 
not want you folks to forget the value of the secondary and urban 
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and primary roads. Polk County happened to be the first county 
in the State of Florida to get some of this limited access roads, 41% 
miles, which was built last year. 

I happen to be the right-of-way procurement agent. Now, these 
roads, they are worth a lot of money and they cost a terrible lot. of 
money. In the matter of roads, we need to keep adequate for the 
time being and for the future. You certainly cannot spend all of your 
money on limited access roads. You certainly have to distribute 
that out. 

These roads cost about $1 million per mile, where your primary and 
secondary, you could probably get by for $50,000 a mile to make it 
adequate for the next 10 or 15 years. 

There is another place—I am just hitting the highlights, gentlemen 
as I know you are all busy and have other committees to go to—I 
notice where primary roads in some States—we are second in the State 
of Florida—we have to buy 10 percent of that right-of-way for that 
because all of it is federally owned and operated, like limited access, 
_ 10 percent we have to put up. The Federal is putting up 90 and 

are putting up 10. ‘The county has to buy that and give it to the 

St: ite and you would be surprised at what 10 percent will cost you 

when you start to buy 250 foot of right-of-way, costing probably 
$200,00, $300,000 for a mile across the State. 

Of course, our county costs are over $1 million for 4 miles of right- 
of-way and we have to put up 10 percent, That is eating up our 
secondary money something terrible and State primary roads, we have 
to buy all of them and our secondary roads and give to State road 
department to give to primary roads. So, it is just really eating up 
our secondary roads. 

In fact, if this road program does not come to our rescue in urban 
and secondary and primary roads, we are lost, because it is terrible. 

I am not going to go into all of this as I would love to, but we con- 
sider that 1956 act, an oustanding piece of legislation that you gentle- 
men passed. We are opposed to prolonging this program too for 
economic reasons. Right now I think we all realize and admit that 
we are in a little recession. We do not want to say depression, but we 
are in a little recession. I think we all admit that and I think to 
prolong this, we would be cutting out some work. With this we could 
be employing people and also, if we are going into a 15- or 20-year 
program, when we have completed these roads, they are obsolete when 
we complete them. 

Senator Neusercer. Commissioner, I would like to ask you a ques- 
tion at that point. I have been reading your very excellent and in- 
formative statement. You point out that you are opposed to the 
stretchout of the length of time to complete the program. I certainly 
share yer views in that respect. 

Mr. Guapnery. I surely do. 

Senator Nevpercer. You also said you oppose increasing highway 
user fees, that you believe the economic situation to which you have 
just alluded would make that unwise. Is that true ? 

Mr. Guapney. That is right. 

Senator Nrurercer. You also say, near the bottom of page 3: 

We believe that increased costs of the Interstate System can be met by dedicating 


for highway purposes the highway user fees that are now used for general 
purposes. 
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Do you have any facts showing the exact amount of highway user fees that 
are diverted to general purposes of the Government rather than being allocated 
to road construction? 

Mr. Guapney. We do and I think Mr. Hillenbrand can probably 
give us that without having to read it. 

Mr. Hittenpranp. | think, Mr. Senator, it points out a little 1: — 
in the testimony in Mr. Gladney’ s statement that over the 13-yea 
financed period under title I1, the Government intended to aie 
some $54 billion from highway user fees of which only $38 billion 
were to be put into the highw ay trust funds, so there would remain 
$17 billion which would go into general use and not be earmarked 
for highway purposes. 

Senator Neusercer. The size of that surprises me. I did not real- 
ize that such a substantial proportion of the highway user revenues 
were to be used for general purposes of the Government. Does that 
surprise you, Senator Case, or were you aware that so large a pro- 
portion was to be diverted out of highway construction ? 

Senator Case. If you go back historic ally, of course, that was an 
excise tax. We used to speak of divergence. In that statement you 
say that only about 56 percent of total highway user revenues are 
now placed in the fund. At one time, of course, we had no fund and 
we did not spend even the equivalent of the gasoline tax revenues. 

Senator Neupercer. Now of highway user revenues, you refer to 
fuel taxes, excise taxes on motor vehicles. All of those you refer to 
as highway user funds. In your State of Florida, your motor fuel 
taxes, automobile license plates, drivers’ licenses and so forth, are 
they dedicated exclusively to highway-construction purposes ‘ 

Mr. Guapney. No, sir, they are not. 

Senator Neusercer. They are not ! 

Mr. Guapney. No, set aside for education, even the license plates. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, you do not have any con- 
stitutional provision in the State constitution which requires that 
fuel taxes and so on—— . 

Mr. Guapney. That goes to road construction, fuel taxes, and so 
forth, but this tag, they passed an act here 4 years ago statewide to 
divert certain percentage of that to educational purposes. 

Senator NeuBpercer. You mean on the license plates / 

Mr. Guapney. Yes, thank you, 

Senator Nreupercer. Yes, please continue. I did not want to in- 
terrupt you. I thought it was an important point. 

Mr. Guapney. I am glad you brought it up. Let me continue a 
little bit on down here. We have covered all but this last paragraph, 
which I think is very important. It is not money we are saving but 
lives. 

We would like to again emphasize the importance of keeping the 
balanced highway program proceeding an schedule. In one real 
sense this is a matter of life and death. Each year almost 40,000 
persons are killed on our inadequate highways and another 1.5 mil- 
lion are injured. 

We figure in dollar and cents and from a life and health standpoint, 
we would like to increase this budget as we plan and in 1960, to the 
tune of 25 million. 

Also, please do not forget the urban and secondary road project. 

Now, if there are any questions, I would be glad to answer. 
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Senator Neuspercer. Thank you very much for that excellent state- 
ment, Commissioner. I am so pleased that you concluded by mention- 
ing this matter of highway safety and the importance of adequate 
modern roads for highway safety. 

Last night my wife and I were mentioning that we had just read 
this very distressing story in the New York Times of yesterday about 
the fact that Roy ¢ ‘ampanella, the great catcher of the Dodgers i is 
not responding to medical treatment as they had hoped and they 
regard his prognosis as very disturbing to his doctors and we were 
wondering just how much perhaps the hazardous road construction 
on that very sharp curve where he left the road might have contributed 
to this terrible injury suffered by this great athlete. 

He is just one of the thousands you mentioned but I think we 
sometimes overlook the factor of safety in this matter. Thank you 
so much for that excellent statement. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that the statement 
in its entirety of Commissioner Gladney be. inserted in the record, 
together with the policy statement of the National Association of 
County Officials pertaining to roads and highways. 

Senator Nrusercer. I am glad you suggested that and I think 
both should appear in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Roy P. Gladney 
and I am a commissioner of Polk County, Fla. I appear today on behalf of 
the National Association of County Officials, 1721 De Sales Street, NW., Wash- 
ington 6,°D. C. I have the honor of serving on NACO’s roacs and highways 
committee. I have been asked to express the regrets of Judge M. Ward Forman 
of St. Clair County, Ala., the chairman of the committee. He will be unable 
to appear as originally scheduled. 

On behalf of our association which represents nearly 6,000 county officials in 
47 States, we wish to express our appreciation to the chairman and the members 
of this important cammittee for inviting us to appear to present the feelings 
of county officials on the vital matter of national highway policy. With consent 
of the Chair I would like permission to have our American county platform 
policy statement on highways made a part of the record of this hearing. This 
statement is the compilation of policy resolutions approved by majority vote of 
the association members at meetings dating back to 1948. Each statement 
has been carefully considered by our roads committee and in nearly every case 
was passed by unanimous vote of the delegates at our annual meeting. Each 
policy statement therefore accurately represents the thinking of county officials 
on important matters of national highway policy. 

In summary, we believe that we should continue to follow the basic national 
highway policies laid down in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956. Defense, 
safety, and economic factors demand that we proceed with the road program 
as originally scheduled. Funds to meet the estimated incre:tsed construction 
costs can be met by halting raids on the highway trust funds, and by ear- 
marking all highway user revenues to highway purposes. Funds for vital 
secondary roads and other Federal systems should be increased to provide a 
balanced highway program. We favor enactment of 8S. 3088 which carries out 
the original intention of Congress to gradually increase appropriations for the 
ABC roads. 

While the National Association of County Officials strongly supports the con- 
cept of the Interstate System, our major concern is With the so-called ABC 
roads—Federal-aid primary, secondary, and urban systems. Our interest in the 
secondary system is particularly keen. The more glamorous Interstate System 
sometimes detracts attention from the fact that of the 755,278 miles of Federal- 
aid roads, some 520,371 are secondary highways or market-to-farm roads. These 
roads are generally under the jurisdiction of county governments. In 1951 for 
example, of our 3,047 counties, more then 2,700 counties in 41 States and about 
14,000 towns and townships in 19 States had responsibilities for rural roads. A 
publication by the Department of Commerce reports that as of the end of 








296 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


1951, a little less than 51 percent of road mileage under the control of counties 
and other local rural units was surfaced. An additional 23 percent was classi- 
fied as primitive and unimproved. The President's Advisory Committee on a 
National Highway Program (Clay Committee), before which NACO testified, 
estimated that it would require the expenditure of $15 billion over a 10-year 
period to bring the secondary system up to standard. 

Perhaps the one idea that describes our national highway policy is that it 
should provide for “balanced” roadbuilding. Section 2-2 of our policy state- 
ment says specifically, ““‘We favor the development of a balanced national high- 
way program and oppose any arrangement having any tendency whatsoever to 
freeze regular primary, Secondary, or urban highway appropriations.” Again, 
in statement 2-3 the association notes “Federal-aid secondary roads which are 
the primary concern of county government units have become increasingly im- 
portant, both through increased travel in rural areas and because of the im- 
portance of these roads as feeders into the new National System of Inter- 
state and Defense Highways. We favor the gradual and continuous expansion 
of Federal appropriations to enlarge the secondary road system at a uniform 
rate with the other highway systems to insure that the Nation has a uni- 
formly developed roadbuilding program. 

For these reasons we vigorously oppose the administration’s proposal to re- 
tain Federal ABC appropriations at their present $875 million annually. We 
strongly support the original intention of this committee to gradually expand 
these appropriations. We would, therefore, support 8S. 3088 introduced by 
Senator Dennis Chavez of New Mexico and an identical bill, H. R. 9821, intro- 
duced by Representative George H. Fallon of Maryland. These measures pro- 
vide an increase in Federal ABC appropriations of $25 million in 1960 and a 
further increase of $25 million in 1961. Your committee has heard testimony 
by the State highway officials that the ““* * * States will have no difficulty in 
handling the program authorized in 8S. 3088.” 

We consider the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 an outstanding piece of 
legislation. We want to commend this committee and the Congress for its 
leadership in instituting one of the most farsighted programs in recent times. 
County officials feel that we should stick as closely as possible to the basic 
policy established in the original act. To stretch out, or curtail or weaken the 
original program would be, in our opinion, extremely unsound. 

One proposal that we believe is a step in the wrong direction is the adminis- 
tration’s plan to divert highway user revenues in the amount of $68 millions 
a year from the highway trust fund to such nonhighway purposes as ad- 
ministrative costs of the Treasury and the Department of Labor. There are 
78 million registered drivers. These motorists overwhelmingly endorsed in- 
ereases in gasoline and other highway user fees with the understanding that 
these increases were to be placed in the trust fund for exclusive highway use 
purposes. Only about 56 percent of total highway user revenues are now placed 
in the fund. To bleed this fund now would mean that fewer miles of roads 
could be constructed. This would be a clear violation of the pledge upon which 
this program was sold to the American people. 

We all regret that the estimates of the cost of completing the Interstate 
System has risen by 37 percent. There are, however, important reasons why 
we think that a stretchout beyond the originally contemplated 13-year con- 
struction period would be unwise. The Interstate System is being constructed 
to meet traffic needs by 1975. In order to match revenue with the new cost 
estimates it would take 20 years to construct the Interstate System. This 
would, of course, mean that on the day the system was connected up it would 
already be obsolete. 

We strongly believe that increasing highway user fees would not be justified 
in view of our present economic situation. 

National defense considerations would also demand that we not delay Inter 
state Highway construction. 

There are also important economic reasons for continuing highway construc- 
tion at an accelerated rate. We have reservations about the long range 
wisdom of gearing a national roadbuilding program to short-range antirecession 
considerations. In times of inflation this would mean that we would slacken 
road construction irrespective of actual road needs. Rather, we believe that 
road construction should be viewed in relation to its total importance to the 
long-range development of our economy. The Governors Conference made a 
1955 report to the President with the prediction that “An adequate highway 
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system is vital to the continued expansion of the economy. The projected figures 
for gross national product will not be realized if our highway plant continues 
to deteriorate. 

We believe that the increased costs of the Interstate System can be met by 
dedicating for highway purposes the highway user fees that are now used 
for general purposes. Our statement on highway financing notes that “High- 
Ways serve a national defense and civil defense purpose. This requires highway 
financing in part from sources other than highway user taxes. After reasonable 
allowance for this general public interest, the financial burden should be borne 
by the user. The Federal Government should make available for the entire 
Federal-aid program an amount equal to the total of all receipts for highway 
user taxes under present law.” 

in the Senate Finance Committee report, Senate Document 2077, 84th Con- 
gress, 2d session, page 24, on title II of the Highway Act, the committee esti- 
mated that from 1957 to 1972 the total collections for all highway user revenues 
would be $55.460 billion. Of this amount only $38 billion was to go to the trust 
fund. The remaining $17 billion of estimated revenue is to be used for general 
purposes. If the remainder of these funds were now earmarked for highway 
purposes, it would in large measure compensate for the estimated increased 
cost of the road system. 

In conclusion, we would like to again emphasize the importance of keeping 
the balanced highway program proceeding on schedule. In one real sense this 
is a matter of life and death. Each year almost 40,000 persons are killed on 
our inadequate highways and another 1.5 million are injured. We in country 
government detect a growing feeling on the part of the people back home that 
we must take immediate and effective steps to increase highway safety. 
Properly constructed roads are certainly part of the answer. 


(The official policy statement of the National Association of County 
Officials is as follows :) 


2. Roaps AND HIGHWAYS 


2-1. The National Association of .County Officials strongly endorse the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

2-2. We favor the development of a balanced national highway program and 
oppose any arrangement having any tendency whatsoever to freeze regular 
primary, secondary, or urban highway appropriations. 

2-3. Federal aid secondary roads which are the primary responsibility of 
county government units have become increasingly important, both through 
increased travel in rural areas and also because of the importance of these 
roads as feeders into the new National System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways. We favor the gradual and continuous expansion of Federal appropria- 
tions to enlarge the secondary road system at a uniform rate with the other 
highway systems to insure that the Nation has a uniformly developed road- 
building program. 

2-4. Every county in the United States is urged to take full advantage of all 
Federal funds available to it for secondary road purposes under the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act. 

2-5. Highways serve a national defense and civil defense purpose. This 
requires highway financing in part from revenues from sources other than high- 
Way user taxes. After reasonable allowance for this general public interest, 
the financial burden should be borne by the user. The Federal Government 
should make available for the entire Federal aid program an amount equal to 
the total of all the receipts for highway users taxes under the present law. 
We favor Federal control of access on roads financed with 90 percent or more 
Federal funds. Desirable control of access on all other highways should be 
left to the various States. We oppose use of Federal funds to construct toll 
roads. 

2-6. It is strongly recommended to the Congress that the proceeds of Federal 
hway user taxes be devoted exclusively to highway purposes. 

2-7. There is a great need for a joint committee of the governing bodies of 
State and local governments concerned with highway matters to coordinate 
Government highway programs, objects and research at other than the Federal 
level, This association is on record in favoring the formation of a State and 
local government highway committee consisting of appropriate representatives 
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from the American Association of State Highway Officials, the American 
Mnnicipal Association, and the National Association of County Officials. 

2-8. We favor and strongly urge that the State legislature in those States 
which have not provided compulsory automobile certificates of title to motor 
vehicles to enact such legislation at the earliest possible date. 

2-9. If State and local governments do not make substantial progress over the 
next few years toward solving the Nation’s traffic accident problem increased 
Federal control will be forthcoming, including proposals for Federal licensing 
of all automobiles and drivers and Federal patrolling of the highways of the 
States and local governments. This association urges prompt action in this 
field and specifically supports the adoption of uniform traffic laws among the 
various States. 

2-10. Officials of every county in the United States should develop and 
effectively carry out a comprehensive, coordinative program for traffic accident 
prevention, based on the action program of the President’s Highway Safety 
Conference. We commend especially the value of specialized training of key 
personnel engaged in traffic safety work and strongly recommend that county 
officials take the fullest possible advantage of cash fellowship awards available 
for training enforcement officers at various institutions of learnig throughout 
the Nation. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Case, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Case. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gladney, I appreciated your statement very much. I think 
the record will show over a period of years, I have been tremendously 
concerned with seeing that the secondary road system should not 
suffer by reason of the increased attention being given to the inter- 
state and further, have proposed at different times, various steps to 
augment the program for secondary roads. 

At one time, 1 proposed that we change the percentage division, 
after we stepped up money for the interstate, and proposed certain 
other steps be taken. 

Now, there are four definite steps that I think have been taken in 
the highway legislation from 1954 forward that has sought to do 
something for secondary roads. In the first place, we stepped up 
the total funds, which made more funds available for secondary 
roads. 

The second thing was in 1954, we authorized the transfer of funds 
within the ABC system so that there could be a tailoring of the 
funds to the needs of the State. 

The third thing we did was to provide that the Bureau of Public 
Roads could accept the certification of the State highway officials that 
standards had been met. We did that in order to eliminate some 
of the delay and some of the extra engineering that had been devoted 
to secondary roads. We felt that was delaying them and making 
an unnecessary expenditure and I am sure you are familiar with the 
fact that now the State highway authorities can certify that stand- 
ards have been met and it is not required that each individual project 
be reengineered by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Guapney. That is right, sir. 

Senator Case. (presiding). Has that been helpful in your 
judgment ? 

Mr. Guapney. Yes. 

Senator Case. The fourth thing that has been done is that ad 
ministratively the Bureau of P ublic Roads is to organize an advisory 
council for the benefit of secondary roads. I understood that the 
regional people for that had been selected. I do not know to what 
extent it is functioning. I would like to ask you if you know about 
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it and what can you say about the advisory council for secondary 
roads ¢ 

Mr. Guapnry. Barney can probably answer that better than I can 
because he gets all the mail firsthand. I am on a county level. I 
get this w hen I attend meetings. Would you answer that ? 

Mr. Hitienpranp. Mr. Senator, I think that in recent years that 
the Advisory Council has sort of grown into disuse. They had not 
met regularly and so on and Mr. Bertram Tallamy, the Federal High- 
way Administrator, has recently reinstituted that and made appoint- 
ments to the Council and the county officials are very pleased with 
this action. We feel that there will now be more consideration of 
the very important secondary road system and we think that was a 
very constructive step for the Administrator to reappoint this com- 
mittee and to get it going. 

I think the appointments were only made 2 of 3 weeks ago. It 
is hard to say what action the new advisory group will take. 

Senator Case. Recently I had an invitation to speak before the 
Limestone Institute on the subject of secondary roads and preparatory 
to that, I did discuss with the Bureau of Public Roads this matter of 
this Advisory Council. They said that the regional men had been 
selected, I think, for nine regions and that it should be getting into 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that when the BPR people appear before us 
at an early date, we should ask them how that is progressing and let 
them know that we are interested in that step. It is intended, I be- 
lieve, to facilitate the exchange of plans for design and problems of 
one sort or another and to bring to light the problems that may cause 
delay or may have caused delay in the progress of the secondary 
system. 

I would like to have the committee keep advised of that in the hope 
that by spon it a little bit, it will become even more effective. 

Now then, Mr. Gladney, you spoke : — the time that it would take 
to construct the Interstate System, if were stretched out. The 
same elements or at least some of the same elements contribute to in- 
creasing the cost of the Interstate System. Do they also contribute to 
an increasing cost for the secondary system ? 

Mr. Guapney. Yes, sir. In the county gove rnment, over the last 
6 years, our construction costs have gone up 30 percent. 

Senator Case. At one time when we were considering the report of 
the Clay committee, I made a purely informal and personal analysis of 
the cost estimates that were submitted by the several States for the 
ABC roads, as well as for the Interstate System. Section 13 of the 
1954 act required the States to report, not merely on the cost of com- 
pleting the Interstate System, but on the cost of completing the ABC 
systems. 

My recollection is that that study that I made at the time indicated 
that on the basis of those cost figures and the proposals for appropria- 
tions, whereas the Interstate System might be completed in 10 years, 
the same proposals would require 25 years for completion of the ABC 
systems under those cost estimates. 

Now, if cost estimates for extending the Interstate System would 
take a longer period of time, similarly, it would take more than 25 
years to get the ABC roads up to a modern standard. 

Mr. Guapney. That is for sure. 


22769—58 20 








300 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


Senator Casr. If that is true, I am wondering if you think that 
there ought to be any change in the percentage formula ? Now, his- 
toric: ally, we have been dividing the Federal aid moneys for highways 
on a 45 percent to the primary, 30 percent for the secondary, ‘and 25 
tothe urban. We did that back in the days when the Interstate Sys- 
tem was only getting $25 million a year. 

When we put the Interstate System up to $20 billion a year, that is, 
$2 billion a year, and we recall that the Interstate System is really a 
part of the primary system, I am wondering if we have not greatly 
changed the percentage of distribution? Do you follow me? 

Mr. Guapney. Yes, I follow you. 

Senator Casr. Back in 1952, for example, of all the Federal money 
that was made available for matching by the States, 45 percent of it 
went to the primary system which then embraced the Interstate Sys- 
tem. The interstate mileage today, if you take the total authoriza- 
tions for the several funds and merged the interstate money with the 
other Federal aid systems, my rough calculations would indicate that 
about 82 percent of the Federal-aid money is going to what in 1952 
was defined as the primary system; 10 percent to the secondary system 
and 8 percent to the urban system. 

Now, that would be subject to some modification because a part of 
the Interstate System is also a part of the urban system. The urban 
figure is probably low and the interstate high. 

Mr. Guapney. I think the urban figure and secondary figure is awful 
low. 

Senator Case. But just rounding this off for illustrative purposes 
here, $2 billion for the Interstate System and $1 billion for the ABC 
roads and you bear in mind those are not precisely accurate, about 900 
million for ABC, but rounding the figures for quick figuring, a total 
of about $3 billion for Federal-aid money, 30 percent of 1 billion is 
300 million. That would be 10 percent of the total 3 billion, so that the 
secondary system as such, your country road system gets only about 10 
percent of the Federal aid whereas back in 1952, it was getting 30 
percent. 

Mr. Guapney. That is right, sir. 

Senator Casr. I do not use those figures to disparage concentrating 
on the Interstate System. Iam not trying to do that but I am trying 
to bring out that percentagewise, the county roads are not getting as 
high a percentage by far as they got in 1952 

Mr. Guapney. They certainly are not. 

Senator Casr. Dollarwise, they are getting considerably more but 
percentagewise, they are not. 

Do vou think or would you have any comment on the suggestion that 
possibly, since we have taken a part of the primary system and given 
it this great boost by calling it the Interstate System, that we should 
consider revising the percentage distribution of the ABC money be- 
tween the primary, secondary, and urban systems? 

Mr. Griapney. I probably should not have any comment on th: at, 
Senator, countywise, but Gladney-wise, Gladney-wise, I say yes, sir. 
But for the National Association, we have never had that up for debate. 
so I would not be speaking for the National Association if I told you 
that. 

Senator Casr. We shall certainly not misinterpret the answer that 
you have given. You are speaking personally on that and I am not 
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ready to indicate any final conclusion on the matter, but I do think 
that those of us who appreciate the importance of the farm-to-market 
roads, the secondary roads, should give some thought to this and should 
analyze it more carefully than of course I could do in this impromptu 
use of round figures. 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Casg. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. I am in full sympathy, as you know, Mr. Chair- 
man, with all of this keeping in proper proportion of the various seg- 
ments of the program. I am wondering, however, when we indulge 
in percentages, if we should not also indulge in the percentage of 
increase in dollars th at had been previously given to ABC roads and 
that which they are giving now? Also, in considering this problem 
which you pose, and I think that it should be disc ussed, it should be 
thought about, this idea, when the $2-billion figure was arrived at, 
there were additional sources of revenue which were created for the 
purpose of defraying the bulk of it and maybe’ we would not have 
that latitude by adding more sources of revenue. 

Now, there is just so much juice in the lemon and that is about all it 
will yield. 

Senator Case. I think possibly the Senator from Nebraska is inter- 
preting my remarks as pointing to a different avenue than I am think- 
ing about. I am not thinking so much of increasing the total amount 
of dollars devoted for Federal aid as I am of changing the percentage 
that we use in the distribution of the ABC funds. 

Senator Hruska. I so construed it, Mr. Chairman. I so construed 
it but when we do that, if we are going to take out of the moneys avail- 
able now, take from one classification and add to another, then we get 
into the business again of stretchout, of stretchout of the Interstate 
System. 

Senator Case. No, I am not suggesting that we change the division 
to the Interstate System. I am asking us to give recognition to the 
thought that by taking a part of the primary system and designating 
it as interstate, that we have in effect given the original primary system 
far more than 45 percent of the Federal-aid dollar, we are giving it 
about 80 percent of the Federal-aid dollar and that when we come to 
the ABC funds, that instead of using a 45-30-25 distribution, we 
should have perhaps a 40-40-20 or something of that sort. 

Both the primary system and urban system have profited greatly by 
the great amount given to the Interstate System. You have taken the 
access roads to the cities, you carry them into the cities and picked up 
what would normally be charged to the urban fund and put it on the 
interstate fund. 

You have taken in my State, you have taken 500 miles that would 
have been built by primary funds and you are building it with inter- 
state funds. In the State of Nebraska, you are taking 488 miles that 
would have been built with the primary funds and building it with 
interstate money, so that the burden, the demand on the primary 
apportionments for the State of Nebraska—— 

Senator Hruska. I get your point now. 

Senator Case (continuing). Is not as great as it would have been 
if we had not picked part of the primary and called it interstate. 
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Senator Hruska. It was your thought as part of the compensating 
factor be enlightened in favor of those which did not correspondingly 
benefit from interstate / 

Senator Casr. These are the witnesses here today who are pri- 
marily concerned with country roads, farm to market roads, and I 
am wondering, since we have picked up part of the urban system load 
and part of the primary system load and called it interstate and given 
it this great increase, whether or not we should consider changing 
the old 45 percent to 30 percent or 25 percent distribution within the 
ABC money itself. 

Mr. Guapney. Those interstate roads, like the one going through 
our county, part of it is already built. They have limited access service 
roads on the side and you could not even build on it, no good for 
business, no inducement because you cannot get on it for so many 
miles, so that from an ecoonmic standpoint, our secondary and urban 
roads are much more imporant to our county. 

Senator Case. If I may, to pursue this just a minute further and 
to make it graphic, here [indicating on the map] is the State of 
South Dakota. For example, now this road from Sioux City to Sioux 
Falls, across here to Wyoming, that is all part.of our primary system. 
If we had never had the Interstate System come into being, that would 
have all been built out of primary funds. Today that is being built 
out of the interstate money. 

In the State of Nebraska, here is the highway—is that 30? 

Senator Hruska. Thirty or six 

Senator Case. Thirty or six, east and west across the State of Ne- 
braska; had we not increased the money for interstate funds, that 
would have all been brought up to whatever standards Nebraska 
wanted to bring it by demands on the primary fund out of the 45 
percent distribution. 

With this now being built by interstate money, the cost of this [in 
dicating|, which is probably the most expensive or highest standards 
road in the State, as my route is in here in South Dakota, that would 
have come out of primary funds. 

Since that load is being taken by the interstate, I am wondering 
if we have not distorted our percentage distribution and if you people 
who are concerned with country roads should not give that some 
consideration and then let us have the benefit of your analysis and 
thinking. 

Senator Hruska. May I be excused. 

Senator Case. Certainly. 

Mr. Guapney. Sir, we want to heartily support your bill S. 3151. 

Senator Case. That is the bill for codification of the existing stat- 
utes. Thank you very much. 

I wonder if your executive office can give a little study to this 
problem I raised. I do not want to come to a conclusion until we have 
a careful study of it. 

Mr. Hittensrann. We would be very happy to do that. There is 
one factor which does somewhat relieve the situation, that is, the fact 
that we can transfer funds between the various systems, I believe, up 
to an amount of 20 percent, which does help somewhat. Each State 
can then determine the relative urgency of the systems in their State 
and they can transfer slightly. 
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Senator Case. That was the intent of the transfer clause to do some 
tailoring but I have heard the Governor of my State say that we can 
meet pre actically all the demands for a reasonable rate of progress on 
the systems except on the secondary system. The secondary system 
is where he has more requests, more demands than he can keep up 
with. That is the farthest out of line and I am wondering if it is 
not partly because of this distortion in the percentages which have 
been created by taking so much of the primary and urban system out 
and calling it interstate. 

Mr. Hittenpranp. There is still one other factor, Mr. Senator, and 
that is that in Commissioner Gladney’s statement, he points out that 
we heartily endorse the idea of gradually increasing the appropria- 
tions for these ABC roads, which would bring some of the relief that 
you are talking about, and particularly, the idea of increasing it by 
$25 million in 1960 and another $25 million in 1961 and gradually 
increasing the appropriations so it keeps the ABC road system in 
balance with the Interstate System. That does not, of course, answer 
the main problem brought up, but it is one of the alleviating factors. 

Senator Case. Well, I appreciate that, and, personally, I have 
thought that we ought to go a little bit more on the ABC roads. In 
fact, the bills I have introduced at different times would indicate 
that, but it must be remembered that the ABC roads we did protect 
them by insisting that they come out of the trust fund first. If we 
continue to take them out of the trust fund first, that depletes the trust 
fund to that extent for the Interstate System too. 

I was raising this other question to see whether or not we could 
meet the secondary problem somewhat by this changing of the per- 
centage which would bring more money to the secondary system, even 
within the funds that we find available. 

Mr. Guapney. We are so far behind now, Senator, we are selling $14 
million worth of gasoline certificates to build some roads now, over 
a period of 30 years. 

Senator Case. Are you building them on 100 percent State basis 
then ¢ 

Mr. Grapney. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. Are you doing that to match ? 

Mr. Giapney. The county. 

Senator Casr. Your county is? 

Mr. Guapney. Yes. 

Senator Case. The county itself is building them ? 

Mr. Girapney. Yes. 

Senator Case. That certainly indicates the need for more money 
for secondary roads. 

Mr. Guapney. That is right. The secondary road program and 
urban roads are really lacking. 

Senator Case. If you just increased the ABC funds by $25 million 
and do not change the percentage, the county roads would only get 30 
percent out of that. Well, it is a problem, and I hope you will work 
with it and let us have the benefit of your thinking. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Girapney. Thank you. 
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Senator Casr. The next witness is Mr. Heldenfels, representing the 
Association of General Contractors. Mr. Heldenfels is the president 
of the Associated General Contractors of America, and we are glad to 
have him appear before us at this time. 


STATEMENT OF FRED W. HELDENFELS, JR., PRESIDENT, THE ASSO- 
CIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Hevpenrets. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Fred W. Heldenfels, Jr., of Heldenfels Bros., Corpus Christi, 
Tex. My firm is engaged in highway construction. 

I appear before you today as president of the Associated General 
Contractors of America, representing more than 7,000 of the Nation’s 
leading general contractors. 

More than half of these firms are engaged in some aspect of highway 
construction throughout the United States, and many others perform 
work related to the highway field. 

To assist me, I would like to introduce Mr. William E. Dunn, assist- 
ant Executive Director; Mr. J. M. Sprouse, manager, highway con- 
tractors’ division; and Mr. James D. Marshall, executive director. 
Also, Mr. C. IL. Mattoon, assistant, highway division. 

Last year, when I had the privilege of appearing before this com- 
mittee, I reported to you on conditions existing in the highway con- 
struction industry at that time. Today I wish to submit a current 
report on those conditions based on a recent survey of our chapters 
and branches throughout the country, conducted by the AGC, and on 
extensive discussions at the 39th annual convention of this association, 
which concluded last week in Dallas, Tex. That convention had an 
attendance of more than 2,000, representing all 48 States and Alaska. 

The highway construction industry has the capacity to carry out 
the interstate program promptly, efficiently, and economically. Re- 
plies received on this — were unanimous. 

In no area of the Nation is any delay of any type on highway con- 
struction caused by the contracting industry. As a matter of record, 
our survey revealed that on a nationwide basis, highway contractors 
are equipped to handle at least twice their current volume of work. 
That capac ity can, if necessary, be greatly expanded. You may recall, 
Mr. Chairman, that you expressed some concern on that point last 
year when I appeared before you. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Heldenfels, when you say “current volume of 
work,” you are referring to actual construction under contract, are 
you not, rather than to programs ? 

Mr. Hevpenrers. The current volume of work under contract, 
working progress. 

Senator Case. All right. 

Mr. Hevpenrers. Materials and equipment required for highway 
construction are readily available, aside from a few spot shortages of 
structural steel. Cement is no longer a problem, and the equipment 
supply is adequate. 

Virtually all State highway departments are either specifying the 
use of prestressed concrete or allowing it to be bid as an alternate 
whenever possible to alleviate any possible delay due to shortages of 
structural steel for construction of bridges and other structures inci- 
dent to highway construction. 
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The very keen competition among highway contractors during the 
past year ‘has kept bid prices for construction work at a most eco- 
nomical level. The financial benefits derived from this competition 
under the contract method of construction will certainly permit many 
more miles of highways to be constructed from funds available. 

We are very pleased to be able to say that highway construction, 
today, is probably the best buy the public receives “for its money. Co- 
operation between highway officials and our association, together with 
the very vigorous efforts of the Bureau of Public Roads in ‘demanding 
open competitive bidding on all States have been highly instrumental 
in providing contracting conditions under which public funds can be 
utilized so economic ally. In many parts of the country, recently ad- 
vertised projects have received from 15 to 20 bids, a strong indication 
of the economical trend within the contracting industry. This trend 
should be helpful in reducing the influence of announced future price 
rises for steel and other construction materials in the years ahead. 

Figures released last month by Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal High- 
way “Administrator, shows the index of average bid prices for con- 
struction on Federal-aid highway systems increased only four-tenths 
of 1 percent for the fourth quarter of 1957 as compared to the previous 
quarter. This almost negligible increase in view of the continuing and 
much greater rises in cost “of the major construction components— 
materi als, equipment, and labor—gives a most favorable indication of 
the efficiency and ability of the highws ay contractor to do the job. The 

same index of bid prices shows a 1.9 percent increase in composite 
mile cost from the - quarter to the same period a year ago. Com- 
pared to the some 4.5 percent increase in labor wage rates, excluding 
fringe benefits and the effects of certain restrictive practices of some 
unions, the nearly 8 percent increase in cost of construction machinery, 
and about a 6 percent rise in the cost of steel and cement over the same 
period of time, the 1.9 percent construction cost rise is considered 
remarkable. We believe it is a forceful example of the ability of the 
construction industry to meet the challenge of the great public-works 
program which this committee is now studying. 

While we have no concern regarding the ability of the industry to 

varry out the interstate system program, we are gravely concerned 
about reports indicating that the original 13-year se hedule period may 
be extended to as much as 25 years. We sincerely hope that this will 
not be necessary. We feel, in fact, that the system is too closely allied 
with the national defense, the sec urity of the country, and traffic 
safety to permit any stretchout of the schedule established by the 
Congress in 1956, and we wish to commend the chairman of this sub- 
committee for his forthright stand on this subject. 

This matter was disc ussed very seriously by the members of this 
association at its annual convention, and I respectfully call your at- 
tention to the following resolution adopted by that convention: 

The 39th annual convention of the Associated General Contractors 
of America, meeting in Dallas, Tex., February 10-13, 1958, urges the 
Federal Government and the 85th C ongress to enact legislation to pro- 
vide funds necessary to permit the continued order ly expansion of the 
primary, secondary, and urban road systems, and to permit comple- 
tion of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
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within the 16-year construction period contemplated by the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

Another aspect of the program about which we are seriously con- 
cerned is the diversion of the moneys in the trust fund established by 
the 1956 act, and I request your consideration of our convention reso- 
lution reading as follows: 

The 39th annual convention of the Associated General Contractors 
of America, meeting in Dallas, Tex., February 10-13, 1958, reaflirms 
its strong conviction that the integrity of the highway trust fund 
must be maintained, and urges the 85th Congress to enact pending 
legislation to prevent further diversion of trust funds for purposes 
other than the construction of highways and administrative expenses 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

There are also before this Congress several measures, which, 
enacted, will enable the Bureau of Public Roads to reimburse States 
for the Government’s pro rata share of payments to contractors for 
materials delivered and properly stored at the job site. 

These measures will serve to reduce the contractor's credit require- 
ments, and will result in lower bid prices in many instances. They 
will also help to reduce the funding problems of many State highway 
departments. When hearings are conducted on these bills, we will ap- 
preciate the opportunity of submitting tangible evidence of these 
facts. We also submit at this time, for your consideration, our 

resolution on this subject: Payment for materials delivered and prop- 
erly stored at the job site en: ables the general contractor to purchase 
materials when prices and delivery are advantageous, thereby re- 
ducing his credit requirements. 

Since this saving is passed on directly to the public in the form of 
reduced bid prices, the 39th Annual Convention of the Associated 
General Contractors of America, meeting in Dallas, Tex., February 
10-13, 1958, urges the 85th Congress to enact proposed amendments 
to the Federal Highway Act which will provide for reimbursement 
to the States for the Federal Government’s share of the cost of ma- 
terials stockpiled in the vicinity of Federal-aid highway projects for 
use in their construction. Such reimbursements will permit prompt 
payment to contractors for materials which are to be incorporated 
into the projects. 

Senator Case. Mr. Heldenfels, I would like to ask a question at 
this point. What is the practice of the States themselves with respect 
to payment of materials on site? 

Mr. Hetpenrers. Some States pay for a portion of the materials 
and others do not pay for any materials delivered to the site. But 
the States that do pay for the materials are not reimbursed by the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. They are out-of-pocket ar: the job is completed ¢ 

Mr. Hevpenrers. Yes; that is correct, 

Senator Casr. Well, they can get aapebiad for work in progress, 
can they not, a proportion ? 

Mr. Herpenrers. Yes: they can get payment for work in progress, 
but not for materials 

Senator Case. But not for materials. 

Mr. Hevpenrers. Not for materials stored at the site. 

Senator Case. Unless materials are incorporated in the job? 


Mr. Hetpenrets. Yes. 
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Senator Case. Unless the State itself advances the money ? 

Mr. Hevpenrets. We have a complete report here on all 48 States 
as to their practices. 

Senator Case. 1 wonder if you would leave that for the reference 
of the committee ? 

Mr. Hetpenrets. We would be glad to. 

Senator Case. The staff will take that analysis and keep it for the 
consideration of the committee when we have those bills before us. 

Mr. Herpenrers. We urge this committee to give serious con- 
sideration to these resolutions, all of which are aimed at expediting 
the completion of the Interstate System on schedule, and are cer- 
tainly, therefore, in the public interest. 

There are also several other areas of like nature on which we are 
working closely with the American Association of State Highway 
Officials and the Bureau of Public Roads: The use of electronic equip- 
ment, improved specifications and contractual procedures, expedition 
of final payments, reduction of retained percentages, elimination of 
retained quantities, and many other matters, all of which will aid in 
assuring the public full value for each dollar expended on highway 
construction. 

In conclusion, I wish to give you again, on behalf of the highway 
construction industry, our assurance that the industry can carry out 
your Interstate Highway construction program promptly, eco- 
nomically, and with constantly increasing efficiency. 

Continued improvements in the industry’s operations and the con- 
tinued keen competition among contractors are powerful forces which 
will be making the public’s investment in highway construction in- 
creasingly more valuable. 

Mr. Chairman, we feel also that the Congress of the United States 
is to be congratulated, not only on its farsightedriess in drafting and 
enacting this legislation, but for devoting the proper attention to its 
progress and problems. 

Senator Case, I want to also compliment you on the Case amend- 
ments, which has certainly been beneficial in the orderly execution of 
our highway program, the Davis-Bacon—— 

Senator Casr. You have reference to the clause calling for con- 
sultation with the St: peo 

Mr. Heipenrers. Calling for consultation with the highway de- 
partments in determining the prevailing wage scales. 

Senator Case. You think that has been helpful in avoiding delays 
in work? 

Mr. Hetpenrers. I think it has been very helpful and has aided 
in getting realistic wages where, in many instances, we may have 
had diffic vulty j in that regard. 

Senator Casr. Thank you very much for your statement. 

If there are no other witnesses at this time, the committee stands 
adjourned until 2 o’clock this afternoon. At that time, we under- 
stand Governor Harriman, of New York, and Governor Roberts, of 
Rhode Island, will appear. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the hearing was adjourned to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m. of the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The meeting will come to order. We are honored 
and pleased to have before us the distinguished Governor of the great 
State of New York. 

Governor Harriman, the committee will be very pleased to hear 
you. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. AVERELL HARRIMAN, OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK 


Governor Harriman. Senator Gore, and members of the commit- 
tee, | am very grateful to you for this opportunity to appear before 
you today. 

First, may I congratulate you and the members of the committee 
for its initiative and foresightedness in developing this great inter- 
state road highway program. 

Since I have taken office as Governor of New York State 3 years 
ago, I have given continuous attention to the improvement of our 
State highway systems. My concern has been for both the reconstruc- 
tion of existing State highways and the creation of an interstate 
system of expressways connecting the major centers of population 
and industry throughout the United States. 

New York is the most populous of the States. It isn’t always 
known, however, that it leads all others in manufacturing, and is the 
most important financial and commercial and international trade 
center of the Nation. New York draws visitors from all over the 
country, and in fact the world. It is the second highest State in the 
number of registered automobiles, and in annual motor-fuel consump- 
tion, second only to California. As such, it contributes a large 
percentage of the revenues available to the Federal Government for 
highway purposes, approximately 6.8 percent. 

With these factors in mind, | vigorously supported the efforts of 
Senator Gore and members of this committee in the Senate and the 
House during 1955 and 1956 when they faced the difficult task of 
preparing legislation to establish a national program to meet our 
national highw: ay needs. I believe the Gore-Fallon Act, which re- 
sulted, is basically sound legislation. Under its provisions, many 
States have been able to take long steps toward the realization of 
the ambitious goals set by this program. 

A construction program of this size not only improves our trans- 
portation facilities, but serves as an important stimulus to unemploy- 
ment and to the strengthening of our general economy, and certainly 
our economic expansion. Now, with unemployent at 4,500,000 and 
expected to climb to 5 million this month, with production lower than 
at any time since 1954, our steels plants operating at slightly more 
than 50 percent of capacity, with national spending for plant and 
equipment declining, it is essential that there be no scaling down of 
the highway construction contemplated by the act, and I hope an 
increase. 

Last week, I and 10 other governors respectfully urged the Presi- 
dent to accelerate the highway program in order to revive activity 
in the vital construction and related industries. In his reply, which 
I received yesterday, the President stated that, among other measures, 


seen 
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steps had already been taken by the Federal Government “to provide 
greatly ine reased expenditures under the national highway building 
program.” I had not been aware that the administration has taken 
steps to increase the program beyond the provisions of the 1956 act. 
And, in fact, other spokesmen of the administration have indicated 
that the program would be slowed down. I am here today to enter 
objection to any reduction in the 1956 program, and to respectfully 
ask that it be increased. 

New York State, well aware of the importance of this program, 
has from the start been among the leaders in getting work underway 
on the Interstate System, as well as on our regul: ar urban, primary, 
and secondary systems. We have geared ourselves to absorb to the 
full our share of the apportionments established in the 1956 Federal 
act. The latest tabulations of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads 
show that New York State has $174 million of interstate projects 
under construction. This is a larger volume of work actually under- 
way than any other State in the Nation, although several States 
have larger percentage of the total funds. Through the advance of 
State funds—and I w ill explain why, if I m: vy—through the advance 
of State funds we are making early use of Federal assistance which 
was originally scheduled to be available in July but which, we have 
been advised, will not come to us until December. 

We have already opened a portion of our Empire Stateway running 
through the center of our State from Pennsylvania to the Canadian 
border, oe close to the St. Lawrence Seaway. By next year, we 
expect ‘have several more major sections of toll-free interstate 
mileagé ‘sidanadl to traffic. 

During the design and construction of the 570-mile Thruway, which 
we think is one of the finest in the Nation, New York State obtained 
knowledge and experience in planning and building modern high- 
ways. Each section of these major expressways requires upward of 2 
years of survey and design at considerable expense before contracts 
can be let and actual construction started. 

For this reason it is vitally necessary that the States have firm 
assurance, at least 3 years in advance, of the amount of money they 
will have available for highway work. It is a well-known fact that, 
in any major construction program, a steady volume of work reduces 
costs and nothing is more expensive than fluctuations from year to 
year in the workload. The contractors can get their equipment ready 
and know it will be used on a steady basis rather than on a fluctu- 
tion and abandonment of their forces and of their engineers, and all 
of that adds very greatly to the expense, and expenses can be reduced 
if it is kept on a level construction basis. 

Now I believe it was the intent of Congress, and wisely so, when 
the 1956 Federal act was passed, to see to it that the various States 
had a firm basis upon which to plan future construction schedules 
I hope I am right in that. Thirteen years was set as the period within 
which the Interstate System was to be completed. New York State 
went ahead with plans and surveys on this assumption. 

At the present time, we have in various stages of design over 
$1,250 million of highway plans for all of our State highway systems. 
Of this, approximately $580 million*is for interstate projects, and a 
good part of the balance is for urban and primary roads, which we 
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get Federal assistance on on a 50-50 basis. A program of this mag- 
nitude cannot be carried out efficiently if we are constantly beset by 
uncertainties as to future Federal allocations. 

Our one program is a 12-year program, geared to mesh with the 
Federal program, as we understood it, for the interstate as well as 
other State highways. These we have planned as being necessary to 
take care of our most. urgent traffic needs. 

It was not until midway in 1957 that we began to hear representa- 
tives of the Department of Commerce speak of the possibility of 
stretching the program out to 16 or even to 20 years. I feel sure that 
a 20-year program is just as contrary to the intent of the sponsors 
of this act as it is to the desires of the State of New York. Such a 
stretchout would affect our whole State highway program, as well 
as the economic development of the State dependent upon this means 
of transportation. If these expressways take 20 or more years to 
construct, they will be inadequate before they are completed. 

We are given to understand that. this talk of stretchout is due pri- 
marily to increases in the estimated cost of the Interstate System 
and a failure of revenue to meet estimates. Congress authorized, 
I understand, appropriations of $2.2 billion for each of the fiscal 
years 1960 and 1961, but we are now told that the money available 
in 1960 will be $1.6 billion, and in 1961 will be reduced to $1.2 billion. 

If these reductions are put into effect, 36 States will find that they 
have less to spend on interstate work than they had in 1958-59. By 
1961, 46 States will have to cut back their programs as a neal of 
shrinking Federal] allocations. 

This means that while New York State will receive $142° million 
for interstate construction in 1959, our allocations will drop to $79 
million in 1960 and to $59 million in 1961. This is progress in reverse. 
With $580 million worth of interstate projects now under design, 
it is difficult to see how we can maintain a steady rate of construction 
based on a sharply descending scale of Federal aid. 

Instead of seeking ways to preserve and to supplement the highway 
trust fund, the administration, as I understand it, has advanced pro- 
posals which would deplete it by charging to it the costs of the forest 
land highways and expenses inc urred by the Treasury and Labor 
Departments incident to the interstate program. I hope that the 
Congress will be alert at all times to attempts to divert this trust fund 
from the express purposes for which it was created. 

In spite of the progress we have made, New York State finds itself 
in a particularly unfortunate position with regard to its apportion- 
ment of mileage and funds for the National “eee m of Interstate and 
Defense Highways. This position is shared, I am told, by some 26 
States, all of which have toll roads > reeertd as interstate routes. 
Of the 1,210 miles designated as Interstate System within our borders, 
506 miles are a part of the New York State Thruway, which is a toll 
road. The new formula for apportionment of Feder: al interstate funds 
makes clear the need and the justice of some form of compensation 
for those States which find themselves similarly situated. This for- 
mula, as you know, is based upon each State’s share of "a cost to 
complete the whole National System. In other words, New York’s 
annual allocation will be based not. upon the cost of our 1,210 au- 
thorized miles, but upon the cost of the 700 miles which remains to be 
built. This inequity will prevail as long as the program lasts. 
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When the New York State Thruway was designed as a part of the 
Interstate System, it was assumed that some method of reimbursement 
would be worked out. Reimbursement for toll roads was recommended 
by the President’s Committee, chairmaned by General Clay, which 
reported its findings in 1955. The 1956 Federal act directed that the 
Department of Commerce conduct a study of the reimbursement prob- 
lem. I understand that the results of this study have been submitted 
to Congress. This report will show that the cost of toll roads con- 
structed on New York State’s Interstate System will come to approxi- 
mately $1 billion. It would be a glaring injustice if no provision were 
made to compensate those States whic h, like New York, have moved 
forward with the construction of large portions of their interstate 
network without Federal assistance. The Federal Government would 
in effect be penalizing those very States which have had the foresight 
and the initiative to provide the Nation with the sort of major trans- 
portation system it so desperately needs. 

Congressman Buckley, of New York, who has constantly sought to 
rectify this injustice, has recently introduced a bill amending the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 in such a way as to give the States 
having toll roads on their interstate systems a more equitable share 
of Federal aid. This bill would permit the Secretary of Commerce 
to designate as part of the Interstate System other routes within the 
various States equal in mileage to the length of the toll roads within 
their borders. The cost of the construction of these interstate miles 
would then be added to the total cost for completing the Interstate 
System. Mr. Buckley suggests, I think, the extension every 2 years 
with a trust fund to pay the 2 , billion estimated cost of this pro- 
cedure. I strongly recommend tavor able consideration of this bill 
by the members of this committee. 

New York State already has applied for the inclusion of an addi- 
tional 453 miles in the Interstate System. These major routes are fully 
justified as interstate highways from a standpoint of traffic use, eco- 
nomic factors, defense and traflic between our neighboring States. 
New York State needs and should have more than one outlet to the 
west. Last year, when an additional 2,102 miles was to be allocated, 
New York State applied, among other projects, for inclusion of major 
portions of Routes 17, 15, 219, and an extension of the Empire State- 
way from its northern terminus to the Ogdensburg Bridge, which is 
at the head of the dam of the St. Lawrence project. The Department 
of Commerce passed over our application. If the Buckley bill becomes 
law, these routes can be made a part of the Interstate System. In 
fact, Route 17, which stretches from New York City through the 
southern tier of countries of our State, can then—and is a shorter 
route than the Thruway—can then be developed as part of the inter- 
state network for its entire length, as I have consistently believed it 
should be. And there are routes connecting with other States which 
are badly needed as well. 

In spite of our recognition of the importance of the Interstate Sys- 
tem, New York is not concerned with this type of highway alone. 
We share with the Members of the Senate and the House an equal 
concern for the reconstruction of the many thousands of miles of 
urban, primary, and secondary highways on the Federal-aid system. 
There are some 14,500 miles of State highways in New York. This 
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concern was spelled out in the 1956 Highway Act when Congress 
declared its intent to progressively increase the sums authorized for 
these various systems by $25 million each year through 1969. 

The administration now recommends, as I understand it, that be- 
ginning in fiscal year 1960 this program be frozen and no further 
increases be granted. This move we regard as shortsighted in the 
extreme. Now is not the time to talk of cutbacks and stretchouts. 
With unemployment moving steadily upward, it is more than ever 
necessary that the Federal Government make sure that the highway 
construction program be carried on at a rate sufficiently high to make 
it an important factor in halting recession, and turning it up again. 
This is the time when bold action is needed. I, therefore, reconmend 
a substantially larger increase in the appropriations for the primary, 
secondary, and urban systems than has been contemplated in New 
York State particularly the primary and urban systems. These 
feeder routes, some of them are farm-to-market roads, and many of 
them are through roads connecting our centers of population and 
industry, are every bit as important as major expressways and some 
of them were built on the same standards as the Interstate System. 
New York State has been able to absorb all of the Federal aid as- 
signed to these systems. The voters of our State have approved 
$500 million bond issue for highway purposes, so we can match any 
amount that may be voted in ‘the next few years. Our design pro- 
gram is such that we are capable of handling substantial increases. 
We are ready to move ahead with the placement of contracts, men 
can be put to work promptly on the job and in the factory. 

Another matter I want to touch on is the question of billboard 
advertising on the Interstate System. The interstate highways will 
pass through some of the most beautiful areas of our Nation. For 
much of their distance they will be entirely on new location, opening 
up vistas hitherto unseen by the public. ‘To preserve the scenery of 
our countryside and to promote highway safety, steps must be taken 
to prevent billboards from cluttering up our expressways and destroy 
ing the natural beauty of our country. We in New York are proud 
of the beauties of our ee ite, as I know is the case of the residents 
of the other States, and I believe they should be preserved for the 
future and not destroyed now. 

Already these billboards are appearing along recently opened inter- 
state sections. In New York, I have recommended to the State legis 
lature a measure which would restrict billboards within 660 feet of 
these highways, and it failed passage last year, but I have recom 
mended it again this year. It is proper that the various States take 
action: however, since this is an Interstate System, a uniform national 
policy should be established, I believe, and become a stimulus to 
States’ action. 

I recommend that this committee reexamine, if I may, the legisla 
tion introduced last year by Senator Neuberger. Action now to pro 
tect our tremendous investment in new ‘aw avs is imperative. 
We spend vast sums of money for our parks; how can we fail to pro- 
tect these roads, which are in fact parkways. 

I am convinced that the 1956 Highway Act, in whose creation this 
subcommittee played so substantial a part, is a most courageous and 
farsighted piece of legislation, but it will not remain so if it is whittled 


down and dwarfed from its original conception. This is a 15-year 
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program. It makes no sense to drag it out into a 20-year program, 
nor does it make sense to ask the States to lower constantly their 
sights by reducing the yearly apportionment of funds for construc- 
tion of the Interstate Systems. This network is known as the Inter- 
national System of Interstate and Defense Highways. When we set 
about deciding just how badly we really need ‘these highways, let us 
not forget the word “defense.” Let us not make this one more example 
of shortsightedness and false economy. New York City particularly 
needs more interstate routes for civil defense and evacuation. 

New York State is prepared to do its share as it has in the past. 
As I have indicated, with increased Federal assistance, we would be 
in a position to expand our program and place contracts rapidly. 
This would not only help us to meet our highway requirements, but 
would be a stimulus to employment and our lagging economy. To 
stimulate competition with the Kremlin led communism in the world 
we can not afford to waste idle hands and idle factories. An expand- 
ing highway program will, [ believe, heip our economy get going 
again at full speed, which is so essential not only for the welfare of 
our people, but for, in my judgment, the peace of the world. 

Senator Gore. Governor, in your statement, on the fifth paragraph, 
page 1, you quoted President Eisenhower's telegram to you, I believe 
of yesterday : 

To provide greatly increased expenditures under the national highway building 
program. 

This committee knows of no such proposed increased e xpenditures. 
It may be that the telegram has run ahead of administration action. 
I have been informed that upon learning of the stretchout the Presi 
dent is concerned about it and that proposals may be underway to 
this committee to bring the program to si ‘heduled construction, but 
thus far we have not received them. 

Witnesses before this hearing have been asked about two very 
important points, as I see them. 

One is the necessity and desirability and ways and means of keep- 
ing the projected highway program on schedule. 

And secondly, to inquire of the States what amount of funds they 
could put to effective use in permanent public works improvement in 
the highways in the construction months of 1958 over and above the 
moneys presently apportioned to the States. 

You have testified that New York State will have to slow down its 
program unless additional funds are available in the future. I ask 
you, therefore a question on the second point. Could the State of 
New York put under contract, in the construction months of 1958, 
more funds than are presently apportioned to the Sate of New York ? 

Governor Harriman. May I touch on your first question, first, about 
the telegram from President Eisenhower, which indicates action will 
be taken. I was hoping to find out from you, Senator, or the commit- 
tee, what was involved. May I read just a few sentences from this 
telegram: 

My economic statement of February 12 points out that the hardships brought 
by the falling off of business to many families through shortened workweeks are 
of deepest concern to me and to the administration. As I said then, many steps 
have already been taken by the Federal Government which bear on the situation, 
such as Ineasures to stimulate homebuilding, to provide greatly increased e 
penditures under the national highway building program. 
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Then it goes on to speak of other items. 

As I had only heard of suggestions to cutting it back from the 
schedule provided by the 1956 act, I was hoping there would be some 
news on which we could base our planning. 

3ut I gather that you have had no indication as yet. 

Senator Gore. | couldn’ t say that I have had no indication. I have 
had no official communication. 

Governor Harriman. On the other question of what we could do in 
New York, we have gone full speed ahead with our design and with 
the letting of contracts, expecting that the program would be carried 
out on the same scale as was contemplated 

Senator Gore. Could I add just a word there in response to your 
question. This committee recommended to the Senate the 1956 act, 
with a bipartisan majority. It was passed with bipartisan support 
in both Houses. The bill was enacted by a Democratic Congress and 
a Republican President. 

We have regarded it as a bipartisan program and this committee 
has attempted to keep it that way. In that spirit I have conferred 
with Secretary Weeks and he tells me that they are reviewing the 
problem and he indicates that a communication may soon be ready 
for this committee. I have said to them that we would interrupt the 
proceedings at any time—unless a good Democratic governor were on 
the stand—to afford him an opportunity to present a program to either 
keep the program on schedule or to accelerate the program. 

I wanted to make that statement in fairness to Secretary Weeks and 
in fairness to the bipartisan nature of the highway program. 

Governor Harrmman. Thank you very much. That is very heart- 
ening. I will try to keep in touch with the developments, and I hope 
it will be true. 

I want to say that we have gone ahead, as was indicated in my testi- 
mony, somewhat more rapidly than the funds were available, advance 
ing funds from our State in order to get the work ore ay. Last 
year we placed, in our fiscal year which ends March 3 e placed about 
$330 million of contracts. We hope to expand that ins year. How- 
ever, it would have to be cut back if the schedules which we planned 
are not maintained. In other words, if there is a stretchout we would 
have to cut back our program. 

I think it is fair to say—though I can’t give you the estimate of 
how much we would cut back because I don’t know it—TI believe if we 
did have a green light to go ahead as rapidly as possible we could put 
under contract $100 million more of interstate and primary roads if 
the funds were available. 

We have $615 million of designs that will be completed, plans and 
designs that will be « ‘ompleted 1 in the course of the year. I have this 
sc heduled by months. The tl biggest end of that is duri ing the construe- 
tion period. So that you can see some of this can be speeded up. 

If we had a green light I am satisfied we could place contracts to 
the extent of about $100 million more if we had the Federal funds 
available both on the 90-10 Interstate System and the primary and 
urban roads under the 50-50. 

We are particularly short in the State, we are even shorter on 
primary and urban roads than interstate. We would go ahead even 
more rapidly on them. There would be a larger volume of work 
on those roads than on the interstate. 
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I am wrong in that. Of that $600 million there are about $300 
million interstateand about $300 million in the other categories of 
roads. So I should say it is about 50-50. 

Senator Gore. Governor, I have had the feeling that the greatest 
stimulus that we could provide, or that could be provided for our 
sagging economy, would be to shore up confidence of the people of 
the country in the future of the economy. The psychological factor 
is so great, the difference between confidence in the future and un- 
easiness about the future might well be the difference between a 
boom and a bust. 

In your opinion, would the confidence of the country be more effec- 
tively shored, stabilized, supported, by a continuous ‘effort to sweep 
unemployment and recession under the rug hoping it will go away if 
we refuse to see it, or by frankly acknowledging that we have a 
problem and proceeding forthrightly to take those steps necessary 
to solve the problem ? 

Governor Harriman. I can speak as an individual. I can’t speak 
for the State because on this subject there appears to be a difference 
of opinion if one reads the press. I am one of those who believes that 
it is important to face the facts and do something about it, and that 
is what instills confidence. 

On the other hand I am accused when I do that of being one of the 
prohphets of gloom and doom. I have suggested that this was going 
to happen for over a year and we should do something about it. I 
have been very much opposed to the tight monopoly. I can’t give 
too many details but in New York we had about 100,000 housing starts 
and this year it was only 63,000. 

Everybody knows that is going on. You can’t sweep those facts 
under the rug. We need more housing in New York very badly. We 
need well over a hundred thousand a year. But it was a shortage of 
money. Small business is being affected and it has been difficult and 
has discouraged our school construction because of the high cost of 
money. ‘The taxpayers have been rather loathe to borrow money at 
the high rates. It adds something like 20 percent to the cost of 
schools, and some of the proposals have been voted down because they 
were too expensive. 

So that these things are happening and everybody knows they are 
happening. I believe you can’t sweep under the rug the facts. And 
I think, like anything else, if you bring it out in the open and look 
at it and do something about it, you will not only do the things that 
are necessary to stimulate our economy but also to encourage ‘people 
to have confidence in the future. I think there is nothing worse than 
to have it rumored that things are going on, have it rumored that a 
lot of people are going to be thrown out of work maybe next week. 
Businessmen, who don’t know what the future will bring in the way 
of new orders, are affected. There is nothing worse than that. I am 
not entirely ignorant of the subject because I was in business for 
many years. On the other hand if business wants to know the facts, 
if the facts are spoken of and dealt with directly and programs are 
dealt with to deal with them, I think it will lead to action. 

I am not one of those who think we are on the verge of great 
difficulties. I don’t think we are. But as i have said, I don’t think 
we can look far without consideration of the state of the world today, 
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idle plants, idle facilities and idle manpower, and the waste of that 
productive capacity. It is something that we can’t afford. So that 
from the standpoint of the wellfare of our country and of our national 
defense and the success of the cold war, I am very optimistic about 
if we work on the things that are before us. I feel very strongly 
that this committee will do very important work in encouraging road 
and highway construction as well as certain other matters that are 
under consideration. 

This was one of the items that the 11 governors who sent telegrams 
to the President urged, because we felt that in road construction we 
were in a position to get men to work right away. As I have indicated 
it takes 2 years to design roads, it takes a couple of years to design 
buildings. We are in wood shape. 

I was told by other governors that they were in good shape to 
expand their program rapidly. 

I can say we can increase contracts. I would like to sketch it 
out and submit it to you. We could let coitracts just as soon as the 
winter months are over, and construction will start just as soon as 
the snow leaves and makes construction possible. 

Senator Gore. As one member of the Senate I had felt that one 
way to inspire confidence was for the Government to take the neces- 
sary steps to keep our economy on a full employment basis. 

I have felt, conversely, that one of the most destructive elements 
of confidence is a lack of forthright action on the part of Government 
when these danger signals appear. 

It appears to me that if we are to turn to a public improvement 

yrogram then we must turn to those programs on which there has 
Ks as you say, advanced planning. The timelag between the initi- 
ation of a new program and the actual effective expenditure under the 
program may be many months. 

Governor Harriman. Or years. 

Senator Gore. As you have said, this program has been underway 
now 2 years. You have made the necessary advance planning, and 
one State after another has testified in similar vein before this com- 
mittee. This morning it was the Commissioner of Highways from 
Tennessee. He said that that State, which is mine, can put to im- 
mediate use for public permanent improvement on our highways, 
$25,000,000. You say $100,000,000. 

Governor Harriman. That is $100,000,000 more. We will have 
over $300,000,000 anyway. 

Senator Gore. Over and beyond that which is now programed and 
apportioned ¢ 

Governor Harrman. Yes. We need the full program to carry 
on what we have planned. We will have to cut it back unless there 
is no stretch-out, and then $100,000,000 more. 

Senator Gore. And before this hearing is completed we will have 
a report and a compilation of all the 48 States. I hope that the 
condition of the economy is not as unstable as I regard it, but I see 
many danger signals. I will not recount them here. You have al- 
ready called attention to some of them. 

But when these danger signals appear, I think it is then time to 
place into effect the reserve strength and the backlog of programs 
on which we do have advance planning to give to the economy sufli- 
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cient stimulation to prevent a further downturn in the already hurtful 
level of unemployment. 

Governor Harriman. Senator, may I take this opportunity to sug- 
gest one other area to look at which is very important to New York 
State, and I think to the Nation. 

We are completing the St. Lawrence seaway next year, and yet 
nothing has been done to develop the ports to deeper drafts. The 
port of Buffalo and several of the ports on Lake Erie and Lake 
Ontario—for New York State—would like to have their ports de- 
veloped. There has to be a decision as between those ports. You 
can’t develop every port. 

But it doesn’t make much sense for the Federal Government. to 
promote the seaway without making arrangements in the ports. All 
the business will go to Canada. Canada is developing its ports. 

I would suggest, if I may, at some stage, that you look into the 
question of the ports on the seaway so that they can be constructed. 
I believe that much of that work can be done rapidly, the dredging 
and certain other work that will put men to work rather rapidly and 
use materials. 

We are also interested in the Britton Hills Hospital. We are well 
ahead in design there. There are communities that are waiting for 
construction in line for this money. We could put men to work rather 

rapidly in that area. 

I don’t want to get off what is in order before your committee, but 
I would be very anxious to put before the appropriate committee not 
only the highway, which could be done rapidly in New York State, 
but other worthwhile projects. Iam not talking about boondoggling, 
but I am talking about projects that have to be done. 

It does seem to me that now is the time to get on with them, a 
time when business investment is lagging, and then we can get them 
behind us so that perhaps they can be produced when investment 
is active. 

Senator Gore. Those two are programs on which advance planning 
has been done? 

Governor Harriman. With us; yes. The port development, of 
course, is the Engineers. But in New York State the hospitals have 
had advance planning. 

Senator Gore. I was glad to see the Government moving, the day 
before yesterday, to relax credit. That is one of the fundamental 

steps which I have been urging. I don’t wish to compete with you on 
priority. The first speec h I made on the floor of the United States 
Senate was against the tight-money policy. 

I take some little delight in now and then reading what I said then 
would be the inevitable and ultimate effects of the policy. There is 
no need to review that. I will send you a copy if you will read it. 

Governor Harriman. I will be glad to read it. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Governor Harriman, it is a pleasure te welcome you before this 
committee as it is the governor of any State, but I think in this in- 
stance where you are talking about public roads that the State of 
New York is entitled to take pride in the record it has made in the 
building of the highways and the construction of the throughway and 
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the progress that you have made in committing the funds that have 
been apportioned under both the Interstate and ABC Systems is 
commendable. 

Governor Harrmman. May I say the credit for the construction 
of the throughway belongs to my predecessor, Governor Dewey. 

Senator Case. And out of that the Bureau of Public Roads has 
received Mr. Tallamy, the present Administrator. I think he has 
impressed the country. 

Bee rernor Harriman. Yes; he was the man in charge en the 
construction. 

Senator Case. He has impressed the country with his ability and 
experience that he gained on that throughway, and will doubtless be of 
great value to the country in the prosecution of the Interstate 
System. 

Governor Harrman. He seems to be leaning over backwards 
against his former affiliations. 

“Senator Case. Possibly we ought to invite Mr. Tallamy here to 
comment on that. 

Governor, you referred to the primary and urban systems. You 
said that the State of New York would be in position to increase its 
commitments on the primary and urban systems. You did not men- 
tion the secondary. It just happens that this morning we had repre- 
sentatives here of the county officials’ organization and they stressed 
the secondary system. I was wondering whether or not that was inten- 
tional in your reference or whether you would include the second: ry 
system along with the primary and urban. 

Governor Harriman. Our State is a little differently set up than 
most. The amount that we have under design for primary roads is 
$17 million; for urban highways, $148 million; and for secondary, 
$14 million. That is why I emphasized the others. 

We do need secondary. Our county roads—of course, each State 
I think you have to analyze pretty carefully. We have a good many 
roads known as county roads and what perhaps some other roads might 
include as State highways. The State does allocate a substantial per- 
centage of its gasoline tax to the counties to carry on their work, and 
then we do give money to towns, the townships, for their work. But 
the State, we do need money for the secondary roads, but the primary 
roads, as we classify them, and the urban roads—those are the roads 
that go around the cities—are the most pressing. That is where we 
have the greatest jams. 

New York and all of our cities are developing very rapidly and the 
traffic between the cities is developing. We do need to improve our 
farm-to-market roads but we are more able to do that ourselves with 
our own funds. 

Senator Case. I see from the figures that you have given that it is 
probable that by definition within the State and, by the systems that 
you have, that the primary roads for you may include what in some 
other States would be classed as secondary roads. 

Governor Harrmman. Yes, sir. And the secondary roads in other 
States would be our county roads. 

Senator Casr. You said that you allocate to the counties proceeds 
of some of the State revenues. Would you refer to that again? I 
didn’t catch what the revenue was. 
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Governor Harriman. We have a 4-cent gasoline tax, and we allocate 
10 percent of the 4-cent gasoline tax to our counties to help them with 
their road program, and then we make direct grants to our townships 
to improve their roads. We have a system of township roads and 
county roads and State roads. 

Senator Case. In your statement at page 2, in the middle of the page, 
you said: 

We are given to understand that this talk of stretchout is due primarily 
to increases in the estimated cost of the Interstate System and a failure of revenue 
to meet estimates. 

I think it is generally understood that the increased estimate of 
cost is one of the things which has generated talk of a stretchout. 
But with respect to the failure of revenue to meet estimates, such fig- 
ures as I have seen would indicate that the revenues are coming fairl 
close to the estimates, but that the provision in the bill as it was passed, 
providing for repayable advances, was more or less nullified oy the 
other provisions of the bill which came to be known as the Byrd 
amendment. In the revenue portions of the bill, as the House = 
inally passed it, there was a section which authorized repayable 
advances, recognizing that while we had a 13-year construction pro- 
gram we had a 16-year levy program for taxes. 

It was thought that during these years when the estimate of reve- 
nues was below the amount of dollars programed for those years it 
might be possible to get advances which would be repaid as far as 
the Treasury is concerned in the 14th, 15th, and 16th years. 

However, the provision in the so-called Byrd amendment, which 
put the program on a pay-as-you-go basis, said first you take out 
of the trust fund the money for the ABC roads; second, you appor- 
tion to the interstate program the balance remaining in the year, 
and it included exclusion of repayable advances. So that those 
advances could not be apportioned. 

I think that the stretchout on that point isn’t because the revenues 
aren’t meeting the estimates, but it 1s because the clause that is in 
parentheses in the Byrd amendment as to the advances prevents the 
use of the other section authorizing advances from the money that 
will be paid back in the 14th, 15th, and 16th years. 

Governor Harriman. I am grateful to you for correcting my im- 
pression. 

Senator Case. I am glad that you brought it up because the com- 
mittee will want to give consideration to it as to those advances. 

Governor Harriman. I would urge that you do consider financing 
this, borrowing against the future income of the trust fund, while 
limiting expenditures to such funds as are in the trust fund. 

Senator Caspr. I don’t know as the years go on whether revenues 
will be up to estimates. I recall Mr. Tallamy or Secretary Weeks 
stating in one of the early hearings we had this year that to one cut- 
off period the revenues were $60 million behind the estimates, and 
that was on an estimate of receipts amounting to about $1,400,000,000, 
which we thought at the time was not too bad for an advanced esti- 
mate. 

sut he went on to point out that as of the end of the year that 
had caught up so that the revenues were within $3 million of the 
estimates on a figure exceeding $1.5 billion, which was a fairly close 
advance estimate. 
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Governor Harriman. I did have the figures here. I thought the 
figures were around $1,000,600,000. 

Senator Case. It is true that the amount in the trust fund would not 
be as much as the program authorized for apportionment, but you have 
to remember that when the revenue portions of the bill were drafted 
by the House they did not expect that the revenues would equal the 
apportionments, hence the provision for the advances of the last 2 
years. 

I am glad also, Governor, that you raised this question about the 
possible Teimbursement for the throughway. The Bureau of Public 
Roads has been making a study under the directive of the 1956 act 
of the reimbursement matter, both as to toll roads and as to roads that 
were built out of the State’s own highway funds. 

The question I would like to ask in that connection is if the Congress 
should pass legislation authorizing reimbursement for toll roads incor- 
porated into the Interstate System, would New York be agreeable to 
making that road free from that date on? 

Governor Harriman. I don’t believe we could. The indenture is 
rather complicated. I have been told—I haven't studied it in detail— 
I have been told that would be impractical to do. The callable aspects 
of the bonds are such that it will be some years before we could call 
them, and then of course it would be very expensive to call them. 

We would much rather leave the throughway as it is and have other 
mileage. Under the concept of the law in 1946, the idea was to connect 
the largest centers of ate ition. The natural flow of that was to 
follow the New York Central, roughly, up to Albany and across to 
Buffalo, and then down to Erie and into Ohio. That is a longer route. 
It is a water-level route. Whereas, if you follow more the Erie Rail- 
road, you go out through the lower tier and it is a shorter road. 

We would prefer to have that shorter route, called Route 17, to be put 
on the Interstate than to interfere with the arrangements we have made 
for the throughway asa toll road. 

In other words, if we would rather have new construction than to 
go to the very complicated procedure of paying off these bonds. They 
are long-term bonds running up to over 30 years. And New York 
needs both those two roads. And from an interstate st: indpoint, I 
think it is a tossup as to which would be of greater value from an 
interstate-traffic standpoint. 

Senator Case. It is a question of which has—— 

Governor Harrman. They are both important to have. We will go 
ahead with Route 17 anyway, but it will be a long time before we can 
develop it with the State funds. 

Senator Casx. It is a question which has several aspects. Do you 
have one bonding authority which has issued bonds for all of your toll 
highways? 

Governor Harrrman. No. We have only one toll highway, which 
is the throughway. We havea number of bridges. We have a port au- 
thority with New Jersey, a joint oper ation with New Jersey which 
issues bonds for bridges and the tunnels across the Hudson River in 
the metropolitan area, and we have another authority that issues bonds 
for bridges that have been built across the Hudson between, if you 
remember, the Thruw: ay bridge, at Nyack and Tarrytown up to 
Albany, four bridges there. There are several toll bridges in the 
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State, but there is only one toll road, which is the Thruway running 
from Buffalo to Albany to New York. 

Senator Case. Are the bonds on the Thruway issued only for the 
Thruway / 

Governor Harriman. Only for the Thruway, and that has a con- 
nection, of course, with Massachusetts, and also a connection with 
Canada up via Niagara—from Buffalo to Niagara, and a connection 
through to Ohio along Lake Erie. 

Senator Case. The tolls on the Thruway, then, are sequestered for 
the retirement. of those bonds alone ? 

Governor Harrtm™an. That is correct. 

Senator Case. And conversely, the returns on the tolls from the 
bridges and tunnels, are they specifically to the individual tunnel or 
are they for a group of tunnels / 

Governor Harrtman,. The port authority has rather wide opera- 
tion, not only the bridges and tunnels. It also has developed the air- 
ports, it also has de ‘veloped some of the port developments, the pier 
construction, and has other transportation facilities such as bus ter- 
minals. 

The port authority issues its bonds against the entire revenue of 
the facilities that are under its control. It is operated by a joint 
commission of New Jersey and New York States, and it sells its bonds 
under all of its operations. 

I think there are 4 bridges across the Hudson River on which bonds 
have been sold, and the revenues from those 4 bridges go as a backlog 
for the bonds that have been issued to construct those bridges. 

New York State started with the Hudson tunnel, the lower Man- 
hattan tunnel, and that was very successful. With the increased 
revenues from that they were able to finance more and more opera- 
tions. <All of these facilities have brought in rather more revenue 
than was expected. That has been a base for expanding these very 
important improvements for the joint benefit of the metropolitan 
area, the port of New York, and New York and New Jersey. 

Senator Case. The reason I am asking this group of questions is 
because a natural reaction of most. people to the question of reimburse- 
ment for toll roads is that if the Federal Government reimburses a 
State for the portion of a toll road incorporated into the Interstate 
System, the natural reaction is then that that road should become a 
free road. 

Governor Harrtman. I would agree with that, unless the other 
aspect would be to build what might be a very important interstate 
route. I am giving you an ex: imple of what I have in mind in these 
two routes. I am speaking of New York Central and Erie, because 
you possibly know how they run, and they are both of them very im- 
portant western routes from New York City. And, as I say, it would 
be a tossup as to which would be of the greatest importance from the 
standpoint of traffic and national defense. 

There is more local traffic in New York State on the throughway, 
but as far as the interstate movement is concerned, I am not sure it 
wouldn’t be as much or more, certainly from New York west, going 
on the southern route which is 100 miles or more shorter in length. 

Senator Casr. Then the other two aspects are these: If your financ- 
ing is joint financing of a segment of road that is on the Interstate 
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System, and some toll road or bridge or tunnel which is not on that 
system, then the problem arises for some States of the conditions in 
the bonds or obligations that were issued, as to whether or not they 
are impaired by taking from the authority the earning power that was 
earned by the segment that is taken over by the Interstate System. 

Governor Harriman. In the case of the throughway, there is no 
complication of that kind. 

Senator Casr. Another aspect of it is that some people contend that 
if you have, for example, a bridge that is on the Interstate System 
that is a toll bridge, that designating a route leading to that bridge on 
the Interstate System makes the bridge in effect a sort of toll trap and 
the highway becomes a feeder for that and increases the earning power 
of the bridge by reason of the designation. 

Governor Harriman. We have a problem of the kind you are speak- 
ing in connection with Route 6, which runs from Connecticut through 
Beacon, Newburgh, and then to Pennsylvania. It is thought to be 
an important road to divert traffic from going through the metro- 
politan area. That is just north of West Point, if you are familiar 
with the Hudson River. 

There are four bridges up there that are toll bridges. If we were 
to put those on the interstate, the road itself, Route 6 is part of the 
Interstate System and I think very wisely so. We hit this bridge, and 
if we were to make that a toll-free road, putting it on the Interstate 
System and build it as a toll-free road, it would affect the bridges north 
and south and affect their revenue, of course, and affect the value of 
the bonds. 

So we have planned to build that as a toll bridge in order to protect— 
I think there is something in the indenture not to build any toll-free 
roads, I think that is a fact, so we are in quite a complicated position. 

On the other hand, we can readily finance a 2-lane highway which 
is all that traffic needs at once, but the Interstate System requires : 
4-lane highway which will cost $10 million more. 

These are all very complicated questions. I am very glad to see 
your interest in it. I hope you can find some solution to it. 

I think it would not be unfair, for instance, in this Route 6 on the 
Newburgh-Beacon Bridge for the Interstate System to pay a certain 

roportion of the cost of the bridge, the added cost of the 4-lane bridge, 
et’s say, and let us go ahead and build it as part of the system of 
Hudson River bridges without interfering with the other traffic. 

I think it would be a very good thing if there were more flexibility 
all the way through. I think each State has a different problem. If it 
could be left to the administrator, the Secretary of Commerce, greater 
authority to deal with each situation as it arises, the Federal Govern- 
ment, I think, would profit as well as offsetting these rather compli- 
cated individual situations. 

At the moment we are very anxious to build the Newburgh Bridge. 
We can’t finance it because of the added cost of the standards of the 
Interstate System, and we are in a bit of a dilemma. We don’t know 
quite how to deal with it at the present moment. I hope to find some 
way out of it. 

We will go along rapidly if we could charge part of the cost to the 
Interstate System and have it considered as part of that system. If 
part of it is toll road, eventually when the road is paid off, it will be 
free. 
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Senator Gore. I would like to interrupt, Governor, to say that Sena- 
tor Case is in major part responsible for the enactment of the 1956 
law. He is intensely interested in highway legislation and is a true 
student of the problems and the various laws which Congress has 
enacted. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman and Governor, let me say to you Gov- 
ernor, that the chairman is very generous. 

Governor Harriman. I have known of that, sir, and I am begin- 
ning to appreciate with what detail you go into these matters. 

Senator Casr. I do think that by bringing out these different com- 
plications that you mention that we may be able to find a solution. 
We do have the additional problem that where a State has built a 
road out of its regular primary funds that has been built to standards 
that are acceptable for the Interstate System, that State also says, 
“Shouldn’t we be reimbursed for this; we built this out of our own 
money. If we had not built it, you would build it on a 90-10 basis.” 

We are trying to find some answer to meet these different issues. 

Governor Harrmtan. We have some of th: at, too. I think we have 
all the problems that you have. 

Senator Gore. You are not unacquainted with them. 

Governor Harriman. We have some of the good things and some 
of the problems of your fine program. 

Senator Case. You said that you had recommended to the New 
York State Legislature a measure to restrict billboards within 660 feet 
of the highways. What type legislation had you recommended, a pro- 
hibition under State police powers or control by purchase of ease- 
ments ¢ 

Governor Harriman. By preventing it. We have such law as it re- 
lates to the throughway now, and we have quite a system of parkways 
in different parts of the State. 

The law as to the parkways provides for 500 feet. It simply pro- 
hibits the placing of a billboard, a sign, within that area. We ex- 
tended it to 660 because that was the distance I think that Senator 
Neuberger’s bill provided. We wanted to conform to the Federal 
standard, 660 is quite all right. 

Senator Neusercer. We hope we can give you a bill to conform to. 

Governor Harriman. We have some opposition in our State sen- 
ate. I think largely engendered—I have said it publicly so I don’t 
mind testifying here—engendered by the billboard companies who 
have brought pressure to bear. There hasn’t been a sufficiently aroused 
public opinion in our State to offset this what I think is a very narrow 
and very selfish pressure of the billboard companies. They are en- 
titled of course to put billboards where there is no law to prevent them, 
but I think it is very shortsighted of them to try to destroy the beau- 
ties. I am sure each one of you could point to the beauties of your 
respective States, and I have been to most of them and I don’t belittle 
them, but we are very proud of the mountains and rolling country- 
side and rivers of our State. It does seem tragic that we build these 
beautiful roads and try to have them properly planted so that they 
are beautiful, and they are destroyed by these billboards. 

As you know from your Sti ite, and Senator Neuberger’s State, you 
have fine national parks and St: ite parks. We have spent tens of mil- 
lions of dollars of the taxpayers’ money to provide those parks and 
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now we are permitting the destruction of the beauties of these inter- 
state systems by these billboards. I don’t see that anybody is damaged. 
There are adequate advertising facilitiles elsewhere. 

We have some 3 million miles of roads throughout the Nation and 
only 41,000 on the Interstate System. It seems to me that 41,000, and 
such parkways as exist in other States, should be kept as sanc tus ries 
and prevent them from being destroyed. 

I have been interested in parks as | am sure you have and Senator 
Neuberger has, all my life. It offends me. It seems to me it is a de- 
struction of God-given natural beauty that we shouldn’t permit. I do 
hope that this committee will take an interest in Senator Neuber ger’s 
bill. We need a little help 1 in New York because of the very effect ‘tive 
lobby from the billboard people. 

Senator Case. I am sure that Senator Neuberger appreciates the 
testimony that you have given here on the subject. 

Senator Nevupercer. I certainly do, and I want to add that we in 
the West are aware not only of Gov ernor Harriman’s interest but of 
his distinguished father’s interest in national parks, who did so much 
to help preserve our great scenic areas in the West. We feel that you 
are just following the heritage of the great heritage of your father 
with respect to conservation ‘and we are very appreciative. 

Senator Casr. Governor, in concluding I wish to say that I think 
the general thesis of your statement that the States are entitled to 

a program that they cai. count on so that they can plan and design 
highways and also plan their financing with some degree of certainty 
is ‘well taken. You know, of course, ‘that one Congress cannot bind 
another. But I think to the extent that we can, by precedent and 
by provision, we ought to make it possible for the States to know 
where they stand and to set up a program that they can follow with 
confidence. 

Governor Harriman. Senator, I wouldn’t mind, if I may say, a 
bulge today, because of the economic condition, to get to a somewhat 
higher plateau rather more rapidly. We had been planning to go 
up to a plateau and level it out. We could go up to that plateau 
more rapidly. Even if we should slide down a little bit I wouldn’t 
object to it if we were to seize this present emergency and use the 
highway program for special consideration at this time. I don’t think 
there would be any loss but that there would be great gain. 

Senator Casr. That is all that I have. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. I want to again thank Governor Harriman 
for the very effective support he has given to the measure which the 
chairman of the subcommitee and I have been promoting to try to 
control billboards. I would like to ask the governor one question 
in this respect. 

As I understand it now, Governor Harriman, billboards are con- 
trolled along the Thruway in New York State ? 

Governor Harrman. That is right, and our parkways. We have 
a number of parkways throughout the State. On our parkways we 
do not permit any trucks. They are beautifully landscaped and go 
to some areas of the State where there is recreation. 

Senator Neupercer. I have been on many of them and I can appre- 
ciate what you say about them. 
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One of the attacks that has been made most frequently upon the 
measure which you so effectively supported, the measure to effectively 
control billboards, has been the claim that if billboards are limited 
or forbidden on the Interstate System, that it will result in a great 
diminution of the tourist trade and in a reduction of the purchase 
of meals and lodging and motor fuels and recreation and entertain- 
ment and all sorts ‘of things by wayside business. 

Have you, in your capacity as governor, or your associates in the 
State government, ever had any complaints from the communities 
along ‘the Thruway, the people living along the Thruway, oer 
signboards are controlled along the New York State Thr uway ¢ 

Governor HARRIMAN. Senator, as you know, these are limited- 
access roads, so we have had complaints from the business people 
who had motels or restaurants on the roads that were running paral- 
lel to the new roads. We have expressways also, and parkways. They 
have taken traffic off the main streets of some we? aa We have 
had complaints of that kind. 

But I am not familiar with any complaint that there has been a 
limitation of business. There can be signs at exits, people going off 
at exits where they can be told where to go to motels, or restaurants, 
or other facilities of that kind. We do, of course, have restaurants 
on the Thruway that are listed, and gas stations. But I have no com- 
plaints. I don’t know of any. 

Senator Neupercer. You have had no complaints ¢ 

Mr. Truex. None related to billboards. 

Governor Harrman. Mr. Truex is the public-relations officer for 
our public works department and would be familiar with this subject. 

Mr. Truex. If there were any, I would have heard of them. 

Senator Neusercer. You have not heard of any relating to signs? 

Mr. Truex. No, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. On the throughway, there are what would be 
described as impersonal signs, which would say, “Garage facilities, 2 
miles,” or “Overnight accommodations,” or “Eating facilities a mile 
and a half,” or something like that, without advertising signs; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Truex. Not on the throughway. The throughway gives direc- 
tions to communities along the parkw ay. 

Governor Harriman. There are signs saying, “Next service sta- 
tion, 15 miles,” or “2 miles,” and there are big signs saying “Next 
Exit” go to this, this, or this route. 

I think they are the ones that the Senator speaks of. But there 
are no commercial signs. 

Senator Neusercer. No commercial signs, just these impersonal 
directions ¢ 

Governor Harriman. That is right. They do say that within 2 
miles or 5 miles there is a service station or restaurant facility. 

Senator Nrusprrcer. What has been the traffic pattern on the 
throughway? Has traffic increased on the throughway as the years 
have gonealong? What has been the traffic? 

Governor Harrman. The traffic is substantially ahead of what was 
estimated. Each year it was to increase. I haven’t the figures here. 
But we are substantially ahead on passenger traffic. They are some- 
what behind on the truck traffic. Some of the truckers haven’t come 
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to learn that they save more money, wear and tear, and time over the 

rates that are charged. But all the business is increasing. Some of 
the throughway from Harriman into New York is bey ond ¢ capacity al- 
ready in certain of the summer holiday days. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, to phrase it as an understate- 
ment, there was never anything to indicate that the absence of signs 
on the throughway has in any way discouraged the traflic of average 
motorists on ‘the throughw ay, and it is to the contrary ? 

Governor Harrman. I think it is just the reverse, that it is con- 
sidered a very beautiful drive, and people would seek it out. Then 
of course, the grades and curvatures are limited and therefore it is 
a very comfortable drive. You can ride with great comfort. People 
seek it out. There have been absolutely no complaints that I have 
heard of about signs. 

There was some contention that signs kept people awake. We have 
had an increase of accidents which appear to be from people dozing 
off, not only on the throughway but on our modern expressways. 
suppose that has been true of all the States. But the net s: afety factor 
on the throughway is very much better than our State roads gen- 
erally, and in fact the throughway has a record, as of last year, of 
having best safety record of any of the toll roads that we have been 
able to compare with. 

Senator Nevzercer. In other words, comparing the throughway, on 
which there are no signs or on which’ signs are very much restricted, 
with some other comparable express highway where signs are per- 
mitted, there have been no statistics to your knowledge which would 
indicate a higher accident ratio? 

Governor Harrmman. Just the reverse. 

Senator Neusercer. Passenger-miles on the throughway compared 
to the others ? 

Governor Harriman. Cornell University made a study. They 
went into this question. Their report indicated that they thought 
that signs had increased the hazard at crossroads. You have limited 
access so you wouldn’t have the same situation. But they indicated 
that—this report appeared to indicate that signs did distract the 
riders’ attention when he came to crossroads and led to some acci- 
dents, but they don’t set that as a proven point. But they tend to 
indicate that signs were a distraction rather than an advantage. 

We have kept off the throughway a number of signs that some people 
wanted to put on, not commercial signs but others. We have limited 
historic signs and that sort of thing, so that there wouldn’t be too 
much distraction. And the lights at night appear to be distracting. 

Senator NEuBERGER. Governor, in the measure you have recom- 
mended to the New York State Legislature for controlling sign- 
boards, is that on all highways or just on the interstate highways of 
New York? 

Governor Harriman. It is the interstate highways and the limited- 
access State expressways. We already have it on our parkways, as 
I have said. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

You will be pleased to know that Alaska, where your father took 
such an interest on his voyages with John Muir, that Alaska is one 
of the few areas now which completely forbids billboards. 
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Governor Harriman. I must go up there. That is another reason 
for statehood. 

Senator Neuspercer. Indeed it is. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Senator Proxmire? 

Senator Proxmire. I would just like to say first that I am in mighty 

fast company this afternoon. I am very grateful for it. I have 
certainly learned a great deal, But to be sitting here asking ques- 
tions along with Sen: ator Gore, the distinguished and very able chair- 
man of this committee, and Senator C ase, who has already been well 
qualified by Senator Gore as a brilliant "student of the whole road 
program, and Senator Neuberger who, of course, is the outstanding 
expert in the Senate and perhaps the whole C ongress on billboards, 
and most important of all, Governor Harrunan, who is probably the 
most experienced—— 

Senator Gore. What do you mean, “most important of all”? 

Senator Proxmire. Most important of all in terms of the fact that 
the Governor is holding forth. I might say that, having run for 
governor three times and being def vated each time, I consider the 
office of Senator much more important. 

Senator Neupercer. Touché. 

Senator Proxmire. I would like to say that I am very honored to 
have an opportunity to question Senator Harriman on this, and I 
want to apologize for the fact that I don’t have technical qualifica- 
tions 

Senator Neusercer. You have demoted him. 

Senator Proxmire. It was a promotion, Governor, 

I think that the thing that most deeply concerns me, and I am sure 
many other Senators, is just exactly how fast this public-works pro- 
gram relating to highways can be put into effect. I notice that at the 
top of page 2, the second paragraph, you say: 





Each section of these major expressways requires upward of 2 years of survey 
and design at considerable expense before actual construction is started. 

Then you say on page 4 something that you have already said in 
reply to other questions: 

Our design program is such that we are capable of handling substantial in- 
creases. We are ready to move ahead with the placement of contracts. 

You did say that you weren’t prepared at the moment to give a 
e ecise and exact schedule of what dollar volume of contracts could 
»@ put into effect each month. But if you would care to, I think it 
would be extremely interesting and mighty helpful to me, certainly, 
if you could give some idea of the number of people who could be 
put to work in the factories and on the highways, through this kind of 
program in New York State during the coming year. 

Governor Harriman. I should be prepared to answer that ques- 
tion but I am not. But I would be glad to make a study of it and 
send you that information. 

Senator Proxmire. Would you have a rough estimate? 

Governor Harrtman. I would rather not guess at this one. 

Senator Proxmire, That is perfectly all right. Would it be sub- 
stantial ? 

Governor Harriman. Yes; it would be substantial. 

Mr. Truex said that it reaches out. Our steel mills are operat- 
ing at about 50 percent capacity in New York State. It would 
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mean bridges and culverts, and it would contribute to that, and that 
in turn employs other people. The contractors who are doing this 
would have to buy equipment for the work, to maintain them or put 
them in shape, in addition to getting men on the job. 

So I would really have to have a study made to be of any value to 
you. But I think it is fair to say, generally speaking, that a dollar 
spent, no matter what the project is, has pretty much the same effect 
whether you spend it for roads or building or something else. 

Senator Proxmire. At any rate, you are prepared to move promptly 
with $100 million. 

Governor Harrman. The dollar goes to somebody, and somebody 
spends the money, whether buying good South Dakota corn or hogs 
or whether it goes to buying milk from Wisconsin or steel from 
Pittsburgh or Buffalo. 

Senator Proxmire. Also, on page 2, you say 


1 


A program of this magnitude cannot be carried out efficiently, if we are con- 
stantly beset by uncertainties as to future Federal allocations. 

Can you give me some idea of the degree of extra cost by reason of 
efficiency imposed by this kind of stretchout / 

Governor Harriman. I have never seen a study made of this. I 
know when you drop back work, the contractor puts his equipment 
away and it is not very well cared for, it is left out, he breaks down 
his organization, not only his men driving tractors and heavy earth- 
moving equipment but also his staff. When it comes to rebuilding 
his staff, it costs money. 

Since we have been more regular in our schedule we have noticed a 
substantial reduction in the bids below the estimates that we have 
made. This was before unemployment came along. This was a 
year ago. 

Have you any figures on that ? 

Mr. Truex. Bids were running, later this year, as much as 25 per- 
cent under our estimates. 

Governor Harrrman. If we have uncertainty in the industry and 
they have to lay off men and then bring them back on and they have 
equipment costs, they will add it on to the cost of their estimates of 
what they can do the job for. So it does amount to a lot of money. 

Senator Gore. It not only adds to the estimates but it adds to the 
actual costs ¢ 

Governor Harrman. It adds to the actual costs. More recent bids, 
pert: of it has been because they are hungry for work. But most of 
the 25 percent is due to the fact that we came up to a plateau and have 
been carrying along, and most of these contractors have equipment 
on the job, they have bought it and it is in a good state of mainte- 
nance, and a good fellow on these big earth-moving machines can do 
an awful lot more work than somebody that you pick up who hasn’t 
been with you. 

All of those factors are matters which contractors take into account 
when they sharpen their pencils and make a bid. 

Senator Proxmire. I have one more question. I think it might be 
quite helpful to other governors in other States, too. 

What kind of action can you take in order to increase the amount 
of standby, ready-to-go work contracts? In other words, this is, I 
think, quite a remarkable performance on the part of New York that 
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you have $100 million all set to go, and I wondered if there is any 
particular action that you can take that of course won’t be made obso- 
lete by developments. 

Governor Harriman. If we knew there was a chance to get some 
more money, we would go right after these engineers, and a good 
deal of the work is done by outside engineers, such as surveying. We 
could get them to speed up the completion of their designs and get 
the plans in shape to let contracts. 1am satisfied that we could speed 
up the design work so that we could do even better than the figures I 
have given you. We wouldn’t want to spend that money to do that 
—it is relatively small compared to the whole contract, but the entire 
amount is a substantial sum—we wouldn’t want to step up our design 
work unless there was a real chance to get the money. 

We are fortunate enough to have this $500 million bond issue which 
was only voted last year, so we have the money to match either on a 
50-50 basis or on a 90-10 basis as much as the Federal Government 
is able to provide, 

I think the »nswer to the question is, tell us that we are going to 
have the money, and we will go ahead and speed it up. I think even 
an indication of that would make it possible for us during the winter 
months to get our plans in shape. 

We are letting contracts now for work that will begin—we are 
under snow at the present time, it hasn’t melted as it has here, but 
we can let contracts and we are letting some contracts this month and 
next month to be ready for the spring season to open up, and we could 
increase those contracts. 

I could give you a detailed schedule of how fast we could increase 
these contracts if you are really serious. 

Senator Gore. Governor, we are serious. 

Governor Harriman. I mean the details of it. I can give you an 
estimate of it very readily. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Alf Johnson, executive secretary of the State 
Highway Officials Organization, has undertaken the responsibility of 
contacting each State highway department to obtain for the com- 
mittee the detailed information to which you refer. We are very 
interested in it and I assure you we are very serious in going into this 
problem. 

Governor Harrtman. Would you like to have me prepare for you an 
estimate on a monthly basis of how fast we can do this? 

Senator Gore. We would be very pleased to have it. 

Senator Case. There was one question which was suggested by what 
the Governor said. Did you say that your recent bids had been run- 
ning 25 percent under estimates ? 

Governor Harriman. Yes,sir. They had been running higher and 
higher and higher and I think the engineers got a little worried about 
the size of it because every time they got a bid the bid would be higher. 
So they were overconse Evi ative on estimates. But they have been 
running between 20 and 25 percent less than the estimates. 

Senator Casr. For how ict has that been true? 

Governor Harrman. They started to improve over a year ago. 
They started somewhat lower than the estimates. I think they have 
been going up in a curve. 
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Mr. Truex. Six months ago we actually felt that there was a very 
definite trend. 

Senator Casr. That is certainly a very interesting bit of information 
for the committee to have. 

When you speak of estimates, are you referring to estimates on a 
particular project ? 

Governor Harriman. Yes. You see, we take a stretch of 10 miles 
of road. We let a bid for that. The engineers, in advance, put an 
estimate on the cost of that, and the project is approved based on that 
estimate. Then we ask for bids and we let the contract to the lowest 
bidder if we are satisfied with the bid, or if we are not we reject it 
and ask for further bids. 

Senator Casr. How do those project cost estimates compare with 
the estimates that were submitted to the Bureau of Public Roads in 
response to the request for estimates on which the new apportionments 
will be made? 

Governor Harriman. They were done when ? 

Mr. Truex. This year. 

Governor Harriman. I would have to check back as to when the 
estimates were made. They are made by the same people. There is 
no doubt estimates made 3 years ago, the estimates were lower then than 
the estimates now because of course costs have gone up, steel has gone 
up and costs in general have gone up. I will have to check. 

Do you know that? 

Mr. Truex. Our interstate estimates were brought up to date this 
year in accordance with the congressional request for a study of all 
that. 

Governor Harriman. So they are the same now as the current ? 

Mr. Truex. Yes. 

Senator Case. And are the actual contractor bids running 25 per- 
cent under these estimates that were submitted to the Bureau of Public 
Roads ? 

Mr. Truex. Maybe we are a little optimistic. It was 20 to 25 per- 
cent below our estimates, yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is important. 

Mr. Truex. They fluctuate seasonally. Sometimes we will get them 
maybe 5 percent below. 

Governor Harriman. I would want to be a little careful of using 
that 20 or 25 percent. I think those are recent bids, when they were 

rather hungry for work. I wouldn’t want to say that we could ex- 
pect to do 20 or 25 percent better than those estimates. 

Senator Casr. I don’t want the committee misled either in its use 
of that for evaluating these cost estimates, and I certainly recognize 
that bids do fluctuate in relation to estimates according to how hungry 
the contractors are for work, so to speak. 

Governor Harrran. I will be very glad to provide you with a 
statement as to what we think would be the change in our estimates 
now as against when they were submitted, based on experience. 

Senator Case. This committee and the Congress is charged now 
with the responsibility of evaluating these cost estimates which have 
been supplied to the Bureau of Public Ro: ids, because we are ex- 
pected by concurrent resolution to pass upon them as the basis on 
which the apportionments will be made for the next 10 years. 
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I think we ought to be frank and fair about the thing both ways. 
I wouldn’t want us to be misled into thinking a currently low period 
of bidding as a basis for appraising the v alidity of these cost estimates. 

On the other hand, if we are in a period of lower costs, then that 
ought to be taken into consideration in evaluating the cost estimates 
and the committee would have the responsibility, “I would think, Mr. 
Chairman, not merely of getting this information from the State of 
New York, but we ought to find out whether or not there is a general 
tendency for bids to be below the estimates. 

Governor Harriman. I will be glad to do that, and I would like 
to check that before you accept the 20 or 25 percent because there are 
1 or 2 jobs on which we got especially good bids. I would like to 
give you an estimate of a more general nature. There may be some 
particular reason for it. But we have had much better bids than 
we had a year ago, or 2 years ago. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

Governor Harriman, I think you can be sure that Mr. Tallamy 
knows the men who make these bids, he knows the situation. I think 
he would be quite able to judge as well as our Superintendent of 
Public Works whether these bids are accurately made. 

Incidentally, I think the Government is very fortunate to have as 
capable a man as Mr. Tallamy in charge of this road program. 

Senator Gore. He received the unanimous support of this com- 
mittee. 

I want to acknowledge quite frankly the equity of your plea that 
recognition be given to States which, upon their own, have constructed 
to adequi ite standards sections of the Interstate System. This com- 
mittee considered the problem of reimbursement 2 years ago. I was 
one of those who opposed cash-in-hand outlays. I felt that we should 
look to the construction of highways. But I surely recognized the 
inequity of having the travelers on the New York freeway pay both 
tolls and the additional gas and oil tax necessary to provide the coun- 
try with an Interstate System. I do hope that some equitable solution 
of this problem can be found. Personally I am inclined to think 
that there is a great deal of merit to the bill which Congressman 
Buckley has introduced. 

You have now been before this committee an hour and a half. You 
have made a fine contribution and I wish to thank you. 

Governor Harriman. There is one sentence about that. I think it 
is more practical for New York State to get additional mileage, or 
equal money in terms of new construction, than to try to undo this 
throughway. 

The people seem to be willing to pay the tolls because of the situa- 
tion, and of course gradually it covers a different area, and no one 
seems to object. Somehow or other they don’t seem to object to paying 
on the throughway, they don’t object to paying tolls on bridges. They 
object very much to paying increased gas taxes for some reason or 
other, for free roads. 

Senator Gorr. But at least they should be entitled to the benefits 
thereof when they are forced to pay it. 

Governor Harrman. I am grateful for your interest in this and 
I am grateful for the opportunity to have appeared before you. 
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Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

S : 
Governor Roberts, of Rhode Island. 
Governor, we will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS J. ROBERTS, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Governor Roserrs. Senator Gore, first may I express my apprecia- 
tion to you and to the members of the committee for the opportunity 
of being here today. I would like to leave some points with you and 
the committee which concerns us in Rhode Island about highway con- 
struction in the future. 

As you know, Rhode Island is the most densely populated State in 
the Nation. Our State is distinctly urban, surpassed in its urban 
status by only three other States. These characteristics generate huge 
traffic volumes that must be satisfied by expensive high-capacity free- 
ways. Origin and destination surveys demand that the Rhode Island 
freeways traverse the metropolitan area, and the Bureau of Public 
Roads has approved routing of the Interstate System through this 
highly industrialized and urbanized area. Unless an immediate solu- 
tion to our metropolitan traffic problem is reached, industrial and 
commercial growth in Rhode Island will be seriously handicapped. 

Rhode Island’s highway needs are essentially those of every major 
metropolitan area in ‘the Nation. It is our position that metropolitan 
area problems urgently require nationwide recognition and appro- 
priate national action, particularly in the highway field. This is true 
for a number of reasons. 

Major metropolitan areas are characterized by a high population 
density and a correspondingly high density of motor traffic. Trans- 
portation problems in a in areas are thus especially complex. 
Most metropolitan areas in the Nation today are already being throt- 
tled by traffic densities greater than existing highway systems can 
properly handle. 

The major consideration prompting the State of Rhode Island 
to undertake a vast program of constructing freeways through the 
metropolitan area of Providence was the actual decline in the economy 
of that area due to the fact that the density of traffic discouraged 
consumers from entering the downtown area. The economic pro- 
ductivity of the area was deteriorating, valuations were falling, tax 
income was decreasing. The only solution, determined by traffic 
studies, surveys of the c chs umber of commerce and the retail trade board, 
was a modern freeway to permit the free f flow of traffic in and around 
the central business area, thereby making it accessible to consumers 
desiring to use it. The problem i is acute; each year of delay inflicts 
further economic deterioration upon the city and the State. 

Moreover, the greater part of future popul: ation growth in the Na- 
tion is expected to concentrate in our metropolitan areas, with the 
result that metropolitan problems may be expected to multiply, if 
prompt action is not taken. Construction of modern high-capacity 
highways to serve our metropolitan areas is thus not merely a matter 
of meeting needs 10, 15, or 20 years in the future—it is an urgent 
and immediate need today. 
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A salient feature of metropolitan highway construction is not only 
that construction costs are high, but also that the costs of carving new 
rights-of-way through densely built-up areas are tremendous. In 
fact, relative costs of rights- of- way may be taken as a fair index 
of metropolitan highway needs. AS an illustr ation, in predominantly 
rural Wyoming, r ight- of-way costs represent only 1.1 percent of total 
programed costs of their Interstate Highway System, as compared 
with 21.9 percent for urbanized Rhode Island. 

High right-of-way costs are an unavoidable prerequisite of modern 
highway construction in a metropolitan area. However, they do not 
re present actual highway construction. The effect of disregarding 
the special nature of such right-of-way costs in a long-range highway 
program is to cause actual constr uction to proceed by fits and starts— 
with right-of-way costs absorbing a relatively large proportion of 
available funds in the early years and with construction both irregu- 
lar and delayed. 

Irregularity and ns in construction of a planned new metro- 
politan highway system cause great hardship in the community 
affected. 

In Rhode Island, for example, the next step planned on the Inter- 
state System is a downtown Providence loop which involves $16 
million in right-of-way condemnation costs before construction can 
start. Rhode Island had planned to take this in stride on the basis 
of the amount of Federal interstate allotments in fiscal 1958 and 1959. 
However, the proposed 40 percent reduction in Federal grants for 
fiscal 1960—under the so-e: alled “needs” formula in the present law— 
would force drastic revision of plans and would mean a delay of 
approximately 2 years in the time required for this key section of 
our metropolitan ‘throughway. 

What is the pr actical effect of such a delay? Property owners 
affected must wait that much longer for funds to enable them to relo- 

cate and rebuild. Tenants—both industrial and _ residential—have 
been moving out of the path steadily. Owners have not been able to 
secure new tenants and face financial hardship because of loss of reve- 
nue. The city will suffer additional losses of tax revenue, while wait- 
ing 2 more years for the economic benefits of the completed highway 
link. In fact, such unnecessary delay in construction of a key metro- 
politan highway section will act as a drag on the economy of the entire 
metropolitan area. This would be particularly unfortunate in the 
face of high nationwide unemployment. 

On the other hand, funds to permit prompt acquisition of rights-of- 
way would provide an immediate economic stimulus, badly needed at 
this time. Adequate allocation for early acquisition of right-of-way 
has the added advantage of saving money over the long run because 
growth of metropolitan populations makes it probable that any delay 
in the program will increase costs. 

I be lie ‘ve there is a practical way to meet the special needs of metro- 
politan areas. Rhode Island agrees with the “needs” formula in 
principle. But the facts show that metropolitan areas and States that 
are heavily urban have distinct needs which the new formula does not 
adequately take into account, 

We propose, therefore, that the needs formula be changed to reflect 
factors essential to the growth of metropolitan areas, namely, to give 
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added weight to high right-of-way costs. Specifically, we propose 
that right- of-w ay funds required for the Interstate System be allo- 
cated on the basis of an 8-year right-of- way program instead of the 
original 13-year program. For construction, we advocate an adher- 
ence to the original 13-year program rather than the proposed 
stretchout to 20 years. This will give urban States ample funds to 
allow construction to keep pace with right-of-way condemnation. 
This is an equitable basis of apportionment that recognizes metro- 
politan area needs and that will materially aid in urban renewal and 
economic development. 

Rhode Island does not approve the proposal of the Department of 
Commerce that authorizations under the Federal Highway Act of 
1956 for 2.2 billion per year for 1960, 1961, and 1962 be cut back, in 
appropriations, to 1.6, 1.4, and 1.4 billion respectively. Also, the 
administration’s proposal to draw on the highway trust fund for other 
purposes than construction of the Interstate Highway System seems ill 
advised, unless there is assurance that the interstate highway pro- 
gram w ill proceed on schedule. 

Rhode Island has the contractors, machinery, equipment, skilled 
labor, and an adequate engineering and highway organization neces- 
sary to speed up highway construction. We stand ready to match all 
Federal funds to the required proportions. Our needs—like other 
urban and metropolitan areas—dictate immediate stepping up of the 
interstate highway program. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the op- 
portunity of appearing before you and consider this problem very 
urgent. Your deliberations are of crucial importants to Rhode Island 
and to the Nation. 

Senator Gore. Governor Roberts, this subcommittee did not pro- 
pose or initially enforce the so-called needs formula. This subcom- 
mittee preferred a formula for apportionment. It was in an effort 
to obtain by enactment of a bill necessitating and reaching agree- 
ment with the House of Representatives that the Senate finally agreed 
to the needs formula for the latter years of the program. Therefore, 
this subcommittee is well aware of the inequitable results that may 
well accrue and which in our opinion then would inevitably accrue 
from the so-called needs formula, which is really a formula in ac- 
cordance with cost estimates. 

I have talked with Senator Pastore regarding the problem which 
you have discussed with respect to Rhode Island. I do not know just 
how it can be accommodated, but it may be that we can accommodate 
the situation in an effort to accelerate the program for stimulation 
of our economy and also to accelerate the highway program for other 
useful purposes. 

In the event this committee and the Congress found it possible to 
provide additional funds over and above that which is presently ap- 
portioned to your State, would Rhode Island be in position to place 
additional funds under actual contr acting expenditure during the 
calendar year 1958 ? 

Governor Rogrrts. Yes. We would put into contract and actually 
get the money down into the work force of the State and get con- 
struction going to the extent of an additional $11 million in this 
calendar year. 
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Senator Gore. You have already made advanced planning and a 
question of rights-of-way to that extent ? 

Governor Roserts. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very interesting 
suggestion the Governor has made here. Personally I haven’t any 
idea at all as to what the effect would be. But this suggestion of 
ames ating right-of-way funds on the basis of an 8-year program in- 

tead of a 13- -year program, and adhering to a 13-year period of con- 
ne tion is quite interesting. I think we ought to refer that to the 
Bureau of Public Roads and ask them to spell it out, to try it, so to 
speak, on the allocations and see what would happen. 

Gov ernor, you indicated that Rhode Island is proposing to take 

sare of $16 million worth of condemnation out of your allotments for 
fiscal 1958 and 1959 ? 

Governor Rozrerts. We pay our condemnation costs originally out 
of State money which is a result of a bond issue, some $30 million, 
and we used that for condemnation of right-of-way, and then we are 
reimbursed by - Federal Government as the allocations come 
through each yea 

Senator Case. ad you said Rhode Island planned to take this in 
stride on the basis of the amount of Federal interstate allotments in 
fiscal 1958 and 1959? 

Governor Roserts. That is correct. 

Senator Casr, I was wondering if you could take $16 million for 
right-of-way out of your 2 years of allocations ? 

Governor Roserrs. We supplement the 2-year allocations with 
State income in order to acquire the right-of-way. 

Senator Case. I understand. But that is a special problem that 
it appears you have in the downtown Providence loop. I think your 
suggestion is certainly one that should be explored to see what the 
eflects of it would be. I peony don’t have any idea of what it 
would be, either as to Rhode Island or as to other States that are 
concerned. 

Where are you with respect to your obligation of funds already 
apportioned on the Interstate System and on the ABC systems? 

Governor Roserts. I don’t get your question, Senator. 

Senator Case. Have you committed and obligated all of the funds 
presently appropriated on the Interstate System ¢ 

Governor Roprrts. Yes; we have. 

Senator Casz. Through your fiscal 1959 apportionment ? 

Governor Rosrrrs. That’s right. 

Senator Case. Where are you on the ABC roads, the primary, 
urban, and secondary ¢ 

Governor Roserts. We have committed all those funds, too. 

I think we are second in the Nation. California and Rhode Island 
are using all the Federal Funds made available in all of the categories. 

Senator Case. In all ‘ategories? That is a remarkable record and 
you are to be congratulated on it. I am sure that your statement will 
be helpful, and this particular suggestion I would like to see for- 
warded to the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Gorr. Governor, you have made a constructive suggestion 
and a helpful appearance. T thank you. 

Governor Rosrerts. Thank you. 
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Senator Gore. I am placing certain telegrams from other governors 
in the record at this point, along with the telegram which I sent. 
(The communications referred to are as follows:) 


[Telegram] 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 11, 1958, 
Hon. Foster Furcoto, 
Governor, State of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass.: 


I am very much concerned about the proposed stretchout of the program for 
construction of a National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. This 
is a bipartisan program which was passed by a Democratic Congress and ap- 
proved by a Republican President. It was agreed by all that the highways 
authorized in the act of 1956 should be constructed over a period of 13 years 
to standards adequate to meet traffic needs in 1975. The implementation of this 
program was and is essential from the standpoint of traffic safety and from the 
standpoint of national defense. There is now the additional factor of the need 
for stimulating the economy. The Public Roads Subcommittee of the Senate 
will begin hearings on February 18 to consider the necessity for, and measures 
to provide, an accelerated construction program at least sufficient to insure 
construction in accordance with the statutory schedule. You are cordially invited 
to appear before the subcommittee to present your views on this matter at such 
time as may be convenient to you on February 18, 19, 20, 21, or during the week 
beginning February 24. Please advise. 

ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
United States Senate. 


This message to be sent also to the following: 


Hon. Stephen L. R. McNichols, Governor of Colorado, Denver, Colo. 
Hon. Averell Harriman, Governor of New York, Albany, N. Y. 
Hon. LeRoy Collins, Governor of Florida, Tallahassee, Fla. 

Hon. William G. Stratton, Governor of Illinois, Springfield, Il. 
Hon. Lane Dwinell, Governor of New Hampshire, Concord, N. H. 
Hon. Victor E. Anderson, Governor of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebr. 
Hon. George D. Clyde, Governor of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah. 


[Telegram] 
SALT LAKE City. UTAH. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Urge that there be no stretchout period in highway program. Present needs 
demand accelerated construction. Economic conditions would be greatly im- 
proved by continued high activity in construction field. Western governors 
are meeting week of February 23. Will send resolution re this matter. 

GEORGE D. CLYDE, 
Governor of Utah. 


[Telegram] 
TALLAHASSEE, FLA. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

A have read with great interest your telegram of February 11 and regret 
that due to conflicting engagements of long standing I cannot testify before 
your subcommittee. Every effort should be made to complete the Federal In- 
terstate Highway System as provided in the 1956 Highway Act. The comple- 
tion of this system is vital to the economic and defense needs of our Nation. 
The completed Interstate System will do much to relieve our critical traffic 
problems, particularly in the urban areas, and the citizens who are taxed to 
provide the funds to build the system should be assured that they will have the 
benefits of using this highway network in the period prescribed by law. Flori- 
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da’s road department has geared its activity and is prepared to meet its obli- 
gations to complete the Interstate System in the 13-year period if adequate 
Federal funds are made available. To finance the additional cost, consideration 
could be given to borrowing sufficient money from the general fund to be repaid 
by extending the life of the highway trust fund from 1972 to 1977 and certificates 
of indebtedness issued against the said trust fund. 


LeRoy Coins, Governor of Florida, 





[Telegram] 
SPRINGFIELD, ILL. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate. 

Regret cannot appear before your Subcommittee on Public Roads during 
February due to a heavy schedule in Illinois. Will be in Washington third 
week in March. If it can be arranged, will be happy to appear. 

WILLIAM G. STRATTON, Governor of Illinois. 


STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
Concord, February 14, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DrEAR SENATOR: I am sorry to have delayed answering your telegram of Feb- 
ruary 11 inviting me to appear before your subcommittee on February 18, 19, 
20, or 21 or during the week beginning February 24, durnig hearings to con- 
sider an accelerated construction program. 

Because of a fiscal emergency for the State, I was forced to convene a special 
session of our legislature on February 12. The session is expected to continue 
into next week, and may possibly run into a third week. For this reason, I 
cannot commit myself at present to appear before your subcommittee, as much 
as I appreciate your courteous invitation. 

I have a longstanding commitment to be in Washington, February 18, to ap- 
pear before the Fountain Subcommittee on Federal-State Relatioships, and I 
wish it were possible for me at the same time to accept the opportunity you 
offer, but because of the urgency of legislative business at home, I must return 
to New Hampshire immediately. 

With every good wish. 

Sincerely, 
LANE DwINELL. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
February 18, 1958. 
Hon ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roards, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DrEAR SENATOR GorE: The enclosed letter which I received from Gov. John E. 
Davis of North Dakota is being forwarded to you for your consideration in 
connection with the hearings which you are holding this week relative to the 
proposed cutbacks in highway funds beginning in 1960. 

I would appreciate your bringing this letter to the attention of the members 
of your subcommittee and be made a part of the record. 

Thanking you and with kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM LANGER. 
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STaTE OF Nortu Dakota, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, February 10, 1958. 
Senator Wiit1AM LANGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR LANGER: North Dakota is greatly concerned over the proposed 
cutbacks in funds to be allocated for the Interstate System commencing with the 
fiscal year 1960. 

I will appreciate your reading of the attached statement in regard to possible 
reduction of interstate allocations for North Dakota subsequent to 1959. 

Hearings are now being held before public works subcommittees in both Houses 
of Congress. 

Your active interest in this matter to assist North Dakota to maintain its cur- 
rent program in highway construction will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN E. Davis, Governor. 


STATEMENT IN REGARD TO POSSIBLE REDUCTION IN INTERSTATE ALLOCATIONS FOR 
NortH DAKOTA SUBSEQUENT TO 1959 


NORTH DAKOTA PREPARES FOR INTERSTATE PROGRAM 


The 1956 Highway Act passed by the United States Congress stated that 
the Interstate System was essential to the national welfare and that it was 
intended to be completed over a 13-year period. Related action, pertaining to 
interstate financing and other matters, which was taken by both the Congress 
and the Secretary of Commerce through the United States Bureau of Public 
Roads, convinced North Dakota authorities that these stated objectives of the 
Congress could be accepted as valid and responsible guides to the action North 
Dakota should take in regard to its part of the national program. 

It was immediately apparent that the interstate program would have a tre- 
mendous impact upon North Dakota. Initial preliminary estimates had placed 
the total cost in North Dakota at approximately $148 million. However, pre- 
liminary information which soon became available as a result of the congres- 
sionally requested 108 (D) study made it apparent to North Dakota officials that 
the total cost of the interstate in North Dakota would be in the neighborhood of 
$200 million. Completion of the 108 (D) study placed the final estimate at 
$204,512,000 for North Dakota. It became known at an early date that the 
picture in regard to interstate construction and financing in North Dakota would 
be as follows in the first 3 years of the program: 


{Millions of dollars} 

Federal allocation! Total available 
for interstate for interstate 
construction ! construction 

a se ele 1 $13. 029 $15. 556 
1958... _- . = a . | 18. 846 20. 940 
1959___ ns ate ee 7 e 21. 907 24. 341 

I a : — . i b alii =sse 4 at 60. 837 


1 Plus prior balance. 


3y simple subtraction it was then apparent that there would be a total esti- 
mated cost of $143,675,000 to be spread over the 10 years remaining of the 
13-year period established by the Congress. This would require an average an- 
nual interstate construction program of $14,367,500. 

In the meantime, it seemed definitely assured that regular Federal-aid funds, 
and other factors, would permit us to maintain, and perhaps increase somewhat, 
present levels of construction in regard to highways other than on the Inter- 
state System. The following table shows construction expenditures and overall 
expenditures by the North Dakota Highway Department for the period 1950-56, 
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and also indicates similar expenditures which were anticipated for future years 
on the basis of the best information available as explained in the preceding: 














! 
| 
Year Construction) Overall Year Construction Overall 

| expenditures | expenditures | expenditures | expenditures 
pal sa are ae sa aan ee Nt a be a 
a lath - $10, 026, 215 $14, 078, 494 BB ss ides Sprebtideia nde | $34, 000, 000 $40, 000, 000 
1951. .... sake . | 19, 207, 090 13, 402, 744 a ea ae 33, 000, 000 39, 000, 000 
1952_.... Ps 13, 163, 769 EY, 406, GSB ti BOGBK cdc cewecedcvunncs 34, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 
1953___ ---------| 12, 066, 746 | 16,518,605 |} 1964_.._..___. hist 35, 000, 000 41, 000, 000 
OE. oece« a giacaa tage 10, 083, 821 | 15, 035, 522 Sb ase ws ctahen Bes eee aeons 36, 000, 000 42, 000, 000 
1955. ....-- | 14, 139, 765 | 18, 673, 447 Ms Lounechdaenedenne 37, 000, 000 44, 000, 000 
EL on ediaee 39 15, 973, 600 20, 839, 718 S008 < oe ss hircbisd 37, 000, 000 44, 000, 000 
Bis gatdscisina | 31,000, 000 37, GC, GOD eee cartels 38, 000, 000 46, 000, 000 
1958. __- , | 36, 000, 000 42,000,000 || 1969.....--.._--____- 38, 000, 000 46, 000, 000 
1959_._. --| 40,000, 000 | 47, GOOSTO Tl ABTO. gs cin ctv centaieene 41, 000, 000 48, 000, 000 
DEEL «seam | 36,000,000 | 42, 000, 000 


It was apparently clear that our construction program which was geared to 
an average annual of $13.4 million during the 3-year period 1954-56 would have 
to be geared to one averaging approximately $35.6 million during the 3-year 
period 1957-59 and that there would be only a slight reduction, if any, subse- 
quent to 1959 and prior to 1971. 

This meant that our construction program would be more than doubled and 
our overall budget would be approximately doubled and that the new levels 
would remain in effect until 1971. It meant that our planning and design 
sections, our administrative and fiscal sections, our construction section, and 
most of our other sections must be geared to an operation double in size to what 
it was presently prepared to handle. The essential implication was that we 
would have to maintain our regular construction program at the prevailing level, 
and at the same time embark upon an interstate program which in itself was 
greater in size than our present construction operation. 

Relying on the declared intent of Congress, and on the action already taken 
by the Congress, we felt we had no alternative but to make every effort to take 
the necessary action to accomplish our part of the objectives which Congress 
had declared essential to the national welfare and which we knew to be de- 
sirable also from the standpoint of North Dakota. 

Accordingly we took the action necessary to place us in a position where we 
could accomplish the task. 

Changes were required in many areas of our overall operation. It is no easy 
thing to convert a highway department geared to a $13 million construction pro- 
gram to one geared to a $35 million construction program. The sheer magni- 
ture of the increased fiscal responsibility required improvements in fiscal con- 
trols for example. Our accounting section had to be expanded, modernized, and 
streamlined to permit desirable operation. Our planning and design sections 
and all other sections required expansion and improvement to meet the added 
responsibilities. 

The North Dakota Highway Department took the action necessary to enable 
accomplishment of North Dakota responsibilities in the attainment of the goals 
the United States Congress had declared essential to the national welfare. 

Contractors, suppliers, and other contributing agencies essential to a suc- 
cessful highway construction program in North Dakota also took the action 
necessary to accomplish these goals. Also relying on the action of the Congress 
they have exerted considerable effort and made substantial capital outlays to 
meet the expected demands of the construction program declared by the Con- 
gress to be essential to the national welfare. 


INTERSTATE PROGRAM SUCCESSFULLY CARRIED FORWARD 


The fact that North Dakota was successful in the effort to meet the require- 
ments of the national welfare as stated by the Congress is well illustrated by 
the fact that it is expected that a 39-mile segment of the Interstate System 
between Jamestown and Valley City will be opened to traffic as a complete 
facility later this year. This project is virtually completed except for the sur- 
facing. It reportedly will be one of the earlier completed segments of the Inter- 
state System, of such a length, that will result from the 1956 congressional 
act. Of extreme significance in this connection is the fact that the 108 (D) 
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estimate of total cost for this segment was 97 percent of what the total actual 
costs of construction will be. 

Our 108 (D) estimates are not inflated. Such phenomenal agreement between 
estimated cost and actual cost perhaps cannot be expected in all future projects. 
However, it certainly indicates the realism of North Dakota’s approach to the 
problem. 

Further evidence of the success of North Dakota’s effort in regard to the 
interstate program and of the fact that it is being rapidly carried forward is 
shown by the fact that as of February 1, 1958, 33 percent of the total inter- 
state funds so far allocated to North Dakota are under contractual agreement 
and, of the total contracted for, 35.3 percent has been completed. 

The facts regarding funds made available to North Dakota by the 1956 
Highway Act are shown by the following: 


Total Federal funds made available by 1956 act___._______________ $51, 838, 253 
Present status of interstate funds: 
Under contract (of which $6,726,794 or 35.3 percent is 


I a nlm ements 19, 007, 974 
Programed for preliminary engineering and rights-of-way __- 1, 316, 444 
Programed for construction in 1958_._...._.._._-______-_~_ . 18, 298, 616 

i a neni pana monet __. 41, 623, 034 
To be programed and proposed to let to contract in 1958______ 15, 933, 000 

ein angi phbick sibiianny enuhantdeenciied . 57, 556, 034 
state funds involved (10 percent) ......_________________ 5, 755, 603 
Federal funds involved (90 percent) ._...--___-__________ 51, 800, 431 


POSSIBILITY OF DRASTIC REDUCTION IN FUTURE INTERSTATE ALLOCATIONS 


It now appears that there is a threat of a most severe and objectionable 
reduction in North Dakota’s interstate allocation for 1960 and subsequent 
years. Congress is now considering suggested new apportionment factors for 
interstate funds which have resulted from the 108 (D) study. Adoption of 
the suggested new factors would mean North Dakota’s new apportionment 
factor would be only 40 percent of its present apportionment factor. Coupled 
with the effects of the presently considered national total interstate appor- 
tionment of $1.6 billion for 1960, it would mean that North Dakota’s inter- 
state allocations would drop from $21.9 million in 1959 to $7.1 million in 1960. 

The following figures picture the situation which may arise if the suggested 
new apportionment factors are adopted by the Congress : 


a - 7 oe . — 
| 
| 


National North North 
interstate ap-| Dakota ap- | Dakota inter 


Fiscal year 
| portionment | portionment | state alloca- 


| | factor tion 
Billions Millions 
1958 _.. ; $1.7 | 1.095 1 $18.8 
1959 : 2 2.0 1. 095 121.9 
Bilin ait ‘ 1.6 443 27.1 
katara 2 21.4 443 26.2 


1 Known. 
2 Predicted. 


Senator Gore. Consider the implications of these figures in the light of what 
has been shown in the foregoing. 

As a result of congressional action, and because Congress had declared it 
essential to the national welfare, North Dakota has geared its operation to suc- 
cessfully carry out her regular construction program plus an interstate construc- 
tion program of approximately $20 million a year. Now there is a possibility 
that the Congress will take action which will reduce the interstate construction 
program to one of less than $8 million a year. 

Our 1960 interstate program may be only 32 percent and our 1961 program 
only 28 percent of what our 1959 interstate program will be. Expressed in an- 
other way, it means that our 1959 interstate program will have been 350 percent 
greater than our 1961 interstate program. 
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Although it can be done, it is somewhat difficult to efficiently carry on a high- 
way construction program subject to such extremes of variation. 

If the future brings up a situation which will make the foregoing comparisons 
a true picture of past performances, it will be readily understood why North 
Dakota might well adopt a “‘wait and see” attitude relative to probable congres- 
sional actions in the future. 


EFFECTS ON REDUCED INTERSTATE ALLOCATIONS 


The exact effects that may result if North Dakota’s interstate allocation drops 
from $21,900,000 in 1959 to $7,100,000 in 1960 and $6,200,000 in 1961 are unknown. 

If it found possible to retain the routing presently planned, it appears we will 
have two alternatives: 

1. Construction of short segments to a completed facility and have them lie 
unused for a considerable period of time. 

2. Stage construction over fairly long segments completing two lanes at a time 
and having eventual completion to a controlled access 4 land facility indefinitely 
delayed. 

Either of these alternatives is extremely objectionable. The former because it 
would result in a waste of effort and funds in that substantial investments of 
effort and funds would be of absolutely no benefit to the public for an extended 
period, and the latter because of the increases in effort and cost that will result 
from stage construction, and also because of a danger of jeopardizing the full 
control of access feature which so far we have been able to retain for the inter- 
state in North Dakota. 

It is quite possible that if North Dakota’s allocation is reduced as drastically 
as now seems possible, North Dakota will have to review its whole approach 
to the interstate program in the light of local needs and demands. Conceivably, 
this might involve rerouting, substantial delays, substantial cost increases, par- 
tial loss of desirable access control features, and many other items of a nature 
that seem to be detrimental to the best interests of the National System of Inter- 
state and Defense Highways as presently conceived. 


SOME REMEDIAL ACTION REQUIRED 


It would seem desirable for Congress to take action which will permit greater 
stability in the highway construction program in North Dakota, and also in 
other States that may be facing a similar situation. 

Many possible courses of action are available for selection. The most appar- 
ent, and perhaps the most desirable, is to provide additional financing so the 
originally declared objectives of the Congress may be attained. Certainly an 
adequate network of highways is vital to the national welfare. Such a highway 
system seems to be of more fundamental importance to the Nation’s welfare 
than do other aspects which the Congress finds it expedient to finance at com- 
parable or higher levels. 

Another possibility might be to formulate a new set of apportionment factors 
for interstate allocations which would take into consideration the ability of 
the various States to participate in the program as based on their past perform- 
ance. Under such a situation those States that have shown a desire and deter- 
mination to accomplish the objectives of the 1956 Highway Act by actual con- 
struction achievement rather than by more formal obligation of funds, would 
get some credit for their past performance which would tend to increase their 
apportionment factor. Such a condition might stimulate all States to action 
which would lead to quicker attainment of the stated objectives and would also 
minimize the drastic reduction in interstate construction programs which some 
States face in 1960 and 1961 in view of the presently suggested new apportion- 
ment factors. 

If no other feasible method can be found, perhaps it would be in the public in- 
terest to provide supplementary financing from the general funds so that those 
States like North Dakota, who presently face the possibility of a 70-percent 
reduction in interstate allocations and whose interstate construction achieve- 
ments have been substantial in relation to presently available allocations, would 
get 1960 and 1961 interstate allocations of no less than 75 or 80 percent of the 
average annual during the 2-year period 1958 and 1959, or something similar. 
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Table showing comparison between 1959 known interstate allocations and pre- 
dicted possible 1960 and 1961 interstate allocations if presently suggested new 
apportionment factors are put into effect: 

































1960 —_ 1961 inter- 
State allo- | state allo- 
1959 appor- | 1959 inter- | Suggested cation cation 

State tionment | state allo- | new appor-| based on based on 

factor cation tionment | 1.6 billion | 1.4 billion 

factor national national 

apportion- | apportion- 

ment ment 

Millions Millions Millions 
yo gy Se Seem entecseneweesotenscecsesenke - oo — ed | =. 6 =e 

etl cen ne alia aint . 14% 22. 8 . 366 21.9 19. 
ee 1. 434 28.7 . 993 15.9 13.9 
ous — Pe Seccee tt eth celascicdess 5. 768 115. 4 10. 162 162. 6 142.3 
NGL bits cintibiinddisckibhdimngibaiehbines 1. 353 27.1 . 775 12.4 10.9 
ta ci a on a . 959 19. 2 1. 220 19. 5 17.1 
a aE A Hs et ke . 622 12.4 . 352 5.6 4.9 
District of Columbia-.................__- . 622 12. 4 . 991 15.9 | 13.9 
| eee eee er eee eee 1. 684 33. 7 2. 591 41.5 36.3 
ie cated tie ailein pcescengilicthaantbeochsite 2. 300 46.0 2. 413 38. 6 33. 9 
oe Dip idt pia entakahEntnewemaéen 1.012 20. 2 . 690 11.0 9.7 
MSGR ed sRebeec ees ackcatiatscusdiocs 4. 684 93. 7 5. 128 82.0 71.8 
PUTIN, © ect CS Re dS diidincd cenGuacusecw. 2. 417 48.3 2. 884 46.1 | 40.4 
I ns cctv micemnineen ti 2. 013 40.3 | . 949 15. 2 13.3 
ee ck scennrniogaeneawwe 1. 796 35.9 | . 895 14.3 12.5 
TN nis cnt ecinbsbcwinenmimankone 1. 859 37.2 | 1. 758 28.1 | 24.6 
ci id a indent 1. 634 32.7 2. 641 42.3 37.0 
a ae ae ae . 799 16.0 . 514 8.2 7.2 
i Fe mada 1. 199 23.0 2. 253 36.0 31.5 
LL. .aAAcibn ainda oodcnaeaucd 2. 124 42.5 2.785 44.6 39.0 
IN itis ec cisrebpiius bee biden 3. 597 71.9 3. 930 62.9 55.0 
atria biintag oescoeesionhes | 2. 248 45.0 | 1. 885 30.2 26. 4 
ER EES 1. 577 31.5 1. 098 | 17.6 15.4 
eeeeers i. ..... sein diasceecinil eves tei as ad 2. 679 53.6 | 2. 853 45.6 39.9 
OS a Sere 1. 426 28. 5 | 1. 137 | 18.2 15.9 
aie ictasisinadoecinmee a 1. 422 28. 4 | . 617 9.9 9.6 
ne ehbwmweies 1. 037 20.7 | . 523 8.4 7.3 
New Hampshire................- jiibacw ake . 622 12.4 . 550 | 8.8 | 7.7 
I I a ae dalicmiet ernneee 2.177 43.5 | 3. 236 51.8 | 45.3 
EE Ta 1. 212 24.2 | 1. 198 | 19.2 | 16.8 
eet ae simak 7.093 141.9 | 4. 953 79.2 | 69.3 
lt te a SE eae 2. 525 50. 5 . 542 | 8.7 | 7.6 
a Sees ‘. 1. 095 21.9 . 443 wh 6,2 
I i Ne eect th Kia oh jeekentapeiiiitiaes 4. 239 84.8 6. 514 104. 2 Oe 
Oklahoma.----.....--- eee wicca 1. 785 35.7 . 909 14.5 | 12.7 
EEE eee 1. 341 26.8 1. 733 27.7 | 24.3 
STEEN 5. 320 106. 4 4.078 65.2 | 67.1 
 lsietlek sin act thancetnaomnctes . 622 12.4 | . 466 | 7.5 | 6.5 
ae : 1. 336 26.7 | 824 | 13.2 | 11.5 
Begun eakoeus. .............. Sancta ‘be 1. 159 23.2 | 424 6.8 5.9 
IND Sati dniis ndekasitibcacin a? 2. 110 42.2 2. 966 47.5 | 41.5 
a a a } 5. 750 115.0 4.518 72.3 63.3 
a es sic . 967 19.3 | . 935 15.0 13.1 
SE ee SRE eee ci . 622 | 12.4 . 943 15. 1 13.2 
IG Site. eects nal te amncneiibsdeaian’ 2. 003 40.1 4. 237 67.8 | 59.3 
a ee eae 1. 608 32. 2 1. 811 29.0 | 25.4 
West Virginia aw 1. 180 | 23. 6 1, 253 20.0 17.5 
Wisconsin._......... | 2. 260 45.2 1. 053 16.8 | 14.7 
pO ree | 1. 032 20. 6 | 1.039 | 16. 6 | 14.5 








Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I would like to say 
that Secretary Weeks has just given me these figures: 

That for calendar year 1956 the expenditures of Federal aid 
amounted to $850 million; for calendar 1958 it is now estimated they 
will come to $2,060 million. 

For fiscal 1956 Federal-aid expenditures were $740 million; for 
fiscal 1959 the presently estimated expenditures will be $2,350 million. 

I submit those figures for the record in view of the point brought 
up in Governor Harriman’s statement that the administration was 
taking steps. 

The statement by Governor Harriman quoted the President’s tele- 
gram which quoted the phrase that steps had already been taken by 
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the Federal Government to “provide greatly increased expenditures 
under the national highway building program.” I think that it is 
the Secretary’s thought that the President had in mind in using that 
phrase that the measures already taken, so to speak, would result in 
greatly increased expenditures under the national highway program. 

Senator Gorn. You don’t think, then, that the President’s telegram 
referred to any expenditures over and above the 1956 act ? 

Senator Casr. The Secretary was here saying that he thought at 
least the President did mean that the actual expenditures in this cal- 
endar year and in the coming fiscal year would be in this magnitude, 
which would mean approximately two and a half times the expendi- 
tures in 1956. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will be adjourned until 10 o’clock 
Tuesday morning. 

(Thereupon, at 4:15 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, February 25, 1958.) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1958 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusuic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., in 
room 412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Neuberger, Case, Kuchel, and 
Revercomb. 
Also present: Senator Goldwater. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 
The first witness this morning is Mr. Julien R. Steelman, presi- 
dent, American Road Builders’ Association. 
Mr. Steelman. 


STATEMENT OF JULIEN R. STEELMAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. SteetMAN. Thank you, Senator Gore. 

I would like, first of all, to express the appreciation on the part 
of our association for the part that you personally played in our 
recent convention, the inspiring address that you gave us, and also 
express Our appreciation for the participation of Senator Case and 
Senator Chavez in helping to make our annual convention in Wash- 
ington an outstanding success and a memorable one for us. 

Senator Gore. I believe it was at your convention that we first 
heard of the stretchout. 

Mr. SreetMan. That is right. * 

Senator Gore. I notice, according to the New York Times this 
morning, the Western Governors’ Conference yesterday expressed 
dissatisfaction with the projected stretchout. 

Mr. Sreetman. Well, I think that that is the universal feeling of 
the industry. It is one of disappointment and one of frustration at 
the current prospect of what will happen with this road program 
unless something is done. 

My name is Julien R. Steelman. 1 appear here in my capacity as 
national president of the American Road Builders’ Association. In 
business life, I am president of the Koehring Co., of Milwaukee, a firm 
engaged in the manufacture of many machines used in highway con- 
struction, including excavators, cranes, crawlers, rollers, compactors, 
concrete and bituminous mixers, paving finishers, and hauling units. 
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As a representative of all components of the highway industry and 
engineering profession which make up our nation: al association, I want 
to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and every member of this subcommittee 
for your sustained and dedicated service to the end that America shall 
have, at the earliest possible date, safe and efficient streets and roads— 
in the country, in the city, border-to-border and coast-to-coast. 

It isa privilege to appear before you and a privilege to represent the 
American Road Builders at this important hearing. ARBA is an 
old, respected, and essentially conservative organization. As you 
know, it has for the past 4 years engaged in a comprehe nsive study of 
the highway industry’s capacity. It is the only organization within 
or outside government to have intensely probed every segment of high- 
way industry operation in an effort to determine objectively and ac- 
curately this complete picture. 

We are now in the process of completing a fourth review of this 
nature, revising the estimates and findings of previous years to fit the 
changed circumstances of the past 12 months of highway construction 
activity. 

We are here today to report to you and to answer questions which 
you wish to ask. We will present to you the chairmen of our task 
forces—men who rank as experts in their fields. 

Senator Gorn. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. Sreetman. The highlight of this opening statement actually has 
to do with the stretchout of the highway program and essentially what 
I say here is that our association feels that itisa mistake. We feel that 
the stretchout is ill advised, we feel that industry has the capacity to 
efficiently and effectively build this Interstate System in the 13 years 
time that was originally proposed by Congress and we believe that steps 
should be taken to provide the financing that is required to match this 
production program. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I noticed, Mr. Steelman, that at the top of page 3 of your statement 
you called attention to the fact that when Congress enacted the 1956 
act and included the so-called pay-as-you-go provision that we did not 
delete that provision authorizing repayable advances. 

Mr. STeetMan. Yes. 

Senator Cass. Now, in that so-called pay-as-you-go provision there 
was a phrase put in parentheses there excluding repayable advances 
which had the effect of nullifying the earlier provision with regard to 
repayable advances. 

Mr. Streetman. We were referring to the statement in the body of 
the act, and we feel, Senator Case, that the so-called pay-as-you-go 
amendment should be repealed. 

Senator Case. Well, repealed, or if the phrase that I referred to 
which is in parentheses were eliminated, wouldn’t that accomplish the 
same purpose ? 

Mr. Streetman. I presume that it would. We feel that the prin- 
ciple of not spending any more for roads than is collected in the trust 
fund each year should be knocked out of the bids. 

Senator Gore. Either that or dedicate additional revenues to the 


fund. 
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Mr. SteetMAN. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Or make appropriations to the fund. 

Mr. Steetman. That is right. 

Senator Gore. That could be done in either of three ways. 

Mr. STeeELMAN. That is right. 

Senator Case. And, Mr. Steelman, what information do you have 
with regard to the way that bids are running on these interstate high- 
way contracts at this time ? 

Mr. SrretmMan. I don’t have those figures in front of me but it is my 
recollection that bids are running under engineers’ estimates and the 
percent of increase of bids over past years’ time has gotten less and 
less. And I believe in the last quarter there was the index which the 
Bureau of Public Roads published, and that was only up about seven- 
teen one-hundredths, which is scarcely any increase. 

Senator Casr. Well, at the last hearing of the committee, Governor 
Harriman from New York was present, and he and Mr. Truex who 
was with him, testified that in the State of New York bids were run- 
ning from 20 to 25 percent below the estimates. Do you have any 
information on —_ ¢ 

Mr. SreetMan. I don’t think that is a universal figure but there are 
a great many bids on road jobs that are as much as 25 percent below 
the engineering estimates. I don’t know 

Senator Cass. You see, that fact, if it proves to be a fact, has a 
double significance for us in our work this year. In the first place, 
it would have a bearing on these cost estimates which have been sub- 
mitted to be considered as the basis for further apportionments. The 
cost estimates as submited, as you know, indicate a cost of $37 billion 
from the Interstate System, which was substantially more than the 

~arlier estimates. If those estimates should prove to be 20 to 25 
percent high, it would reduce the so-called stretchout. 

Mr. Steetman. It would mean that we don’t need $40 billion to 
do the 40,000 miles of road. 

Well, I would think, Senator, that looking at past experience on 
that score that we couldn’t count on bids running regularly at 20 
to 25 percent below engineers’ estimates. We had the same situation 
in 1949 for a period of several months in which contractors were 
bidding below estimates. We would think that that relation would 
continue to fluctuate as it has in the past. 

Senator Casr. I personally think there will be some fluctuation, but 
by the same token I think that is impossible for the Congress as of 
this time to say what the ratio of bidding to estimates will be 5 or 6 
years from now. 

So I am personally inclined to think that if we take some steps 
which would maintain the apportionment level, that that is perhaps 
a sound, safe thing to do, whereas we would not be warranted in 
assuming that the actual cost estimates are going to be as much or 
more than the earlier estimates as might seem indicated from the 
figures estimated last January. 

Mr. SreeitMan. Well, that is entirely possible, and I believe that 
our recommendation on that score is to introduce flexibility as far 
as the financing is concerned so that Congress can take into account 
any fluctuations that take place. 
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Senator Casz. Wouldn’t you think that if the Congress were to 
take steps which brought the available money in the trust fund up 
to the amount necessary to make possible the apportionments author- 
ized in the basic 1956 act that that would substantially meet the ex- 
pectations of the construction industry ? 

Mr. Streetman. No; I don’t believe that it will cause the expecta- 
tions of the construction industry and the logical speed for building 
the roads efficiently is about this 13-year period. We feel that the 
recent estimate which you were given is more nearly correct than the 
original estimate on which the apportionments were based. 

enator Case. Mr. Steelman, was the expectation of the construc- 
tion industry in terms of dollars or in terms of miles? 

Mr. SreetmMan. In terms of physical volume of work, Senator. 

Senator Casr. Well, the 1956 act did not say that there should be 
some miles built or authorize some miles to be built in the year, it 
authorized an apportionment in terms of dollars. 

Mr. Stretman. Yes, but the industry took those dollars and trans- 
lated those dollars to the then proposed mileage of roads and in all of 
roads and in all of our figuring of capacity, contract or capacity, 
equipment capacity, and so on, we thought in physical volume of roads 
and just not in terms of dollars. 

Senator Casr. But you have already said, though, that it is im- 
possible to take a firm index in terms of 

Mr. Steetman. Dollars. 

Senator Case. Of dollars and the contractors bidding, that that 
fluctuates ? 

Mr. Steetman. Yes, it will be variable and we appreciate that. But 
the variation between your latest estimates and the amount of physical 
volume that is represented by that will not be great in a period of a 
year or 2 years time, I don’t believe. 

Senator Caszr. Whatever the bidding may show in relation to the 
estimates, that will be a matter of record; in fact, easily ascertainable ? 

Mr. Sreetman. That is correct. 

Senator Case. And at the conclusion of the meeting last week, when 
Governor Harriman was present, I suggested to the chairman that we 
ask the Bureau for a factual report on what the bidding showed as the 
true cost at the present time of the roads that are being let and the 
committee will have that from the Bureau and from the States, I as- 
sume, to the extent that it is necessary to go to the States and that 
will give the committee, I think, some light on this point and it is a 
point which I think, in all fairness, to the contractors, to State high- 
way Officials, to the Bureau and to the Treasury, has to be determined. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nreusercer (presiding). Any questions, Senator ? 

Senator Kucuen. I merely want to say, first of all, that Senator 
Case has developed something that is of extreme importance to this 
committee, and the problem can be reduced to specific statistics. 

In other words, if there has been a cost estimate in “X” number of 
States which has been high, the percentage that they have exceeded, 
what the actual successful bid has been, can be readily established, 
because we are going to have an extreme amount of difficulty in try- 
ing to obtain the additional moneys necessary to continue as the orig- 
inal legislation laid down the formula. I think it ought to be con- 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 349 


tinued; I think everybody around the table does; but you are going to 
run into the same problem in one form or another. It appears to 
me that there is either going to be some kind of definite site financing 
in the program or you are going to have to increase taxes, and I doubt 
very much that there is any enthusiastic desire on the part of the 
Members of Congress to increase highway users taxes. 

So that if the problem could be set off by a demonstration that esti- 
mates across the country generally have had a pattern of exceeding 
bids by the 25 percent which the Senator suggests was mentioned here 
yesterday or 20 percent or whatever it was, I think it would at least 
minimize the problem that the Congress would have. 

Let me ask you this: The Bureau of Roads gave us a table some 
weeks ago which demonstrated what States were doing with respect to 
the program. I do recall my own. I think next to Ohio, California 
was utilizing to quite an extent 1959 money. Can you give any opin- 
ion as to what those States that have been on the opposite end, been 
lagging behind a little bit, will do in the future? Your people, I 
assume, represent all the 48 States’ roadbuilders ? 

Mr. SreetMAn. Yes. It is pretty hard to get a complete feel of that 
at any one time but I would say that we have felt from the beginning 
of the act that there would be a lag on the part of a good many States 
for the first 3 years of the program. 

Senator Kucuer. Until it got rolling. 

Mr. Sreetman. At the end of the third year we would expect to 
see all of the States pretty well on schedule and some of the States, 
like Ohio and California and Texas and a few others who were ac- 
tually ahead of schedule and either using their own funds to make 
up for the Federal funds that were not yet available or something 
of that kind, there will be several States who finish this program 
ahead of schedule if they are able to raise the money locally and there 
will be some who will do that. 

Senator Kucuen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Revercomb? 

Senator Revercoms. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Steelman, I would like to ask you a ques- 
tion if I may. I may be particularly conscious of this situation 
because I am one of the Senators from a State with the highest unem- 
ployment rate in the Nation. I think all of us are aware of the so- 
called recession or depression or whatever description you want to 
apply to it, and all of us are extremely concerned about it. Indeed 
it is the major domestic issue confronting the Nation. 

What do you think, as president of the American Road Builders’ 
Association, if some policy were worked out whereby the Department 
of Commerce could make disproportionate amounts of the Federal 
Government’s 90 percent share of the Interstate Highway costs avail- 
able to those States with the highest unemployment rates? 

For example, we have a situation in the country where some States 
have a 12- to 14-percent unemployment rate and other States have 
virtually negligible unemployment rates. The question I am asking 
you pertains directly to that. What would you think, in other words, 
of using our Interstate Highway program as a means of trying to 
narrow or stop this recession in those States where there is the greatest 
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amount of surplus labor, the greatest amount of economic distress, the 
greatest amount of unemployment ! q 

Mr. Sreetman. We feel that at this stage of the game, this year, 
which is the one you are concerned about, that an acceleration of the 
ABC program could be accomplished faster than could an acceleration 
of the interstate program. 

Senator Neusercer. However, that requires more matching funds, 
does it not, from the local entities of government ? 

Mr. Streetman. Yes, it does, but if you were to take such a measure 
on an emergency basis I would think that it would be in order to 
modify the initial matching formula without disturbing the basic 
50-50 approach but arrange for the later repayment by the States of 
the money advanced by the Government. 

Senator Neusercer. The thing I am getting at is this: Local entities 
of government, State or counties, they do not have the luxury that 
we have in the Federal Government of being able to have deficit financ- 
ing very easily. They have to some degree be on a pay-as-you-go basis 
and have often found it is the hardest to get the tax dollars from 
those localities that have the greatest unemployment. I want to get 
to this one question again. 

If it were possible to have an acceleration of the Federal highway 
program in those areas with the greatest unemployment, with perhaps 
a corresponding diminution in the areas where there is little or no 
economic distress, would you think that would be advisable’ These 
are manmade policies and they can be changed. We are confronting 
an emergency situation in many parts of the Nation now. What 
would you think ¢ 

Mr. Srreiman. I would say, if it were possible to do what you say, 
it would be a good thing to do. But we would suggest that you use 
the 90-10 principle of Federal to State matching funds, which is the 
essence of the interstate program, apply that on a temporary basis 
to your ABC program because that is the one that can be stepped up 
the fastest where you would run into a minimum of engineering and 
design problems. 

It would be entirely conceivable that the State in which you w: wee 
to take these steps because of unemployment might be behind, 
tually, in their engineering for the interstate program. It will be t 1e 
fourth year of the interstate program before all of your engineering 
and design work is at a comfortable lead ahead of construction, we be- 
lieve. 

Senator Neupsercer. The reason I suggested it, Mr. Steelman, is 
this. M: any public works take a long time to design, to get underw ay. 
It has seemed to me that the highway program was all ready to go, it 
is just a question of funds available. 

Mr. SreetMan. That is certainly true in your ABC areas. There 
are plans, designs, way ahead of the current program and that could 
be stepped up rapidly in almost every State without any strain on 
engineering, without problems of right-of-way acquisition and that 
sort of thing. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Casr. Would you yield for a question / 

Senator Nevpercer. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Casr. Mr. Steelman, do you think that it would be prac- 
tical and possible for the Federal Government to offer a 90-10-percent 
matching basis to some States and not offer it to all of the States? 

Mr. STEELMAN. No; I don’t believe that it would. 

Senator Casr. Well then, how would that suggestion of substituting 
a 90-10-percent ratio for the ABC roads be : applied if you were going 
to make it for the benefit of States where allegedly there is some 
unemployment ¢ 

Mr. Sreetman. That would be certainly quite an administrative 
problem, Senator. 

Senator Case. I think it would be an administrative problem and 
I think it would be a very difficult problem to get approval in Con- 
gress because I don’t see how anyone coming from any State could 
accept the principle to substitute a 90-percent Federal money, 10-per- 
cent State money for the ABC roads in some States and not in others, 
or once substituting such a program ever be sure that we get back to 
«50-50 basis. 

Mr. SreetmMan. Well, I would think, first of all, it would have to 
be done as an emergency measure. I would think it would have to 
apply to all States who wish to mortgage their future 50-50 money 
and accelerate the ABC program. 

Presumably, the States who had an unemployment problem would 
be more willing to do that than States that did not have an unemploy- 
ment program. What we suggest is not deviating from the 50-50 
matching fund principle on the ABC roads but enabling States who 
wish to do so to get advances of Federal money on the 90-10 basis 
which they would later have to repay out of their normal 50-50 ABC 
program, Senator. 

And I think that some States who did not feel the need for it would 
not disrupt their future 50-50 primary, secondary, and regular Fed- 
eral-aid program. Others would. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. Do I understand, Mr, Steelman, in answer to 
the questions propounded to you, that you would in any way interfere 
with the allocation or designation of the highways that have been 
determined to be needed? You don’t mean to s: ay that in order to go 
ahead with some other highway in another State ? 

Mr. Strenman, We would not advocate making any changes or 
disrupting present designations or approved highway locations. 

Senator Revercoms. And you would not interrupt the capacity of 
those States to go ahead with the designated roads? 

Mr. Sreetatan. No, sir. 

Senator Nevpercer. The reason I raised this question, I want to 
explain to the members of the subcommittee and Mr. Steelman, is 
this: We presently have a polity where the Federal Government 
favors in the letting of all Government contracts and the purchase of 
all Government supplies any area which the Labor Department has 
declared to have a labor surplus of over a certain percentage, if I am 
not mistaken. 

It just seemed to me that going into the type of economic situation 
we have today, that it might be possible to allocate the 90 percent 
interstate funds more generously at this immediate time to those States 
that have the greatest unemployment. 
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Senator Kucuex. If the Senator would yield, let me ask, because I 
would like to develop this. Does he have in mind making a more 
liberal allocation to States where an unemployment problem may 
exist at the expense of those States which would not so qualify ? 

Senator Nreusercer. Let me just say this: That today we have a 

olicy that applies to virtually all F a dy purchases in that respect. 

f the Federal Government, for example, is going to purchase an 
immense quantity, let us say, of paper towels, they have to give a 
preference to a State that has over 9.3 percent of covered unemploy- 
ment and not buy them from some State that the Labor Department 
does not find to have that. 

Senator Kucuet. Is it not true in the case of the Interstate High- 
way System, what the Federal Government is doing is buying 90 

ercent of the cost of the construction of the Interstate Highway 
ineach State? Is that not correct ? 

Senator Neusercer. Yes. The Federal Government is putting up 
90 —— of the cost. 

enator Kucue.. What I want to develop is, does the Senator have 
in mind a change in the law under which more advances would be 
given to some States at the expense of the others ? 

Senator Neupercer. There is only so much money in the highway 
fund, just as there is only so much money in the Federal Treasury 
for various governmental purchases. What the Senator has in mind, 
I must confess that I have not developed anything specifically as to 
legislation, but what I have in mind is this, might it not be possible 
to use the Interstate Highway program as some means of lessening 
this recession in those areas where the recession is the greatest ? 

Senator Kucuet. If, as a part of your question, you assume that 
other States would be penalized, do you not run the hazard of creating 
a slack in the employment of other States to the extent that they would 
be denied their allocation of 90-percent funds for the contracts that 
could be proceeding under construction work ? 

Senator Neupercer. If the Senator is afraid of that, you should 
revise the existing policy that has been in effect for 10 years with 
regard to Government purchases. Go right ahead. 

Senator Kucuet. I come back to the premise on which the policy 
of this legislation was laid down, where in each of the 48 States, the 
United States will underwrite the cost of 90 percent of the construction 
of the mileage on the Interstate System within each; that is our policy. 

I am trying to explore the Senator’s thoughts, not with the idea 
of trying to disrupt them but to see whether or not he might, in sug- 
gesting that thinking, recognize that a penalty against any States 
would be somewhat objectionable. 

Senator Neupercer. Again I come back to the original point I 
made. Certainly there is only so much money to go around anywhere. 
The Postmaster General has virtually said as much when he appeared 
before our Post Office Committee. He asked for the 5-cent stamp 
to help the Government to put up its share of building new post offices, 
We asked him if it would be possible to build those post offices in the 
communities of greatest unemployment. If I am not mistaken, he 
answered substantially in the affirmative. Well, it is obvious if a 
new post office is going to be built in a community of substantial 
unemployment, that means that there isn’t going to have a post office 
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built in a community that doesn’t have unemployment. There are 
post offices everywhere. 

Senator Kucuet. I think the difference would be that the law 
would not require a certain number of post offices be built in each 
State. I don’t know what the Postmaster General’s plan is, but if it 
is to allevate unemployment by construction of post offices where un- 
employment is present, that is one thing, but again we already have a 
policy here of treating each State in exactly the same fashion with 
respect to our allocations of Federal money for the construction of 
the interstate mileage within each of the 48 States. 

Senator Neusercer. I don’t want to belabor the point. We have 
witnesses. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, could I make one suggestion I think 
might be helpful ? 

I think that you could soundly let a State seek to get advances on 
its future funds if, at the same time, you let those States who wanted 
to go a little more slowly have an additional year or two in which you 
would require them to use their apportionments. 

You will recall the figures first submitted to us indicating that there 
were 8 States which were using their 1959 interstate funds. There 
was the great body of States that were in their 1958 funds. There 
were eight States similarly which were lagging behind. 

Now, those eight States which are lagging behind may have more 
funds than they are set up to match. If they want to proceed at a 
slightly slower pace, you could give them, instead of the curt rent year 
plus 2 years, you could give them the current year plus 3 years in which 
they could use their apportionments. Let the money in the fund be 
drawn on by the States that are ahead. California and New York, 
some of these States that are set to go and might go a little more 
rapidly. You could do that provided you didn’t overdraw the fund, 
of course. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, the only reason I raised this point, I 
think all of this to greater or lesser degree, perhaps, are concerned 
about the economic situation and I know that the Government has a 
policy of favoring communities in ordinary Government purchases 
when those communities have a good deal of unemployment, and I 
just wondered if it weren’t possible to show you use the roadbuilding 
program in some measure toward that goal. 

I wouldn’t belabor the details, because I confess I have none. We 
have a problem which I hope could become less, but which might be- 
come greater. 

Senator Kucuret. Mr. Chairman, let me ask Mr. Steelman. 

I assume that your industry across the country is building itself 
up to a level of efficiency where the industry could continue the con- 
struction of the present Interstate System to completion in 13 years? 

Mr. Sreetman. No question about it. 

Senator Kucuern. I suppose that has taken additional manpower, 
additional equipment, obviously additional purchases of cement and 
anything else that goes into the roadbuilding program. 

Now, could the people across the country in your business accelerate 
their efficiencies and ability to build higher than what would be re- 
quired to complete the system in 13 years? Could you build it way 
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up so, for example, your could build it all in 10 years? I mean there 
is a point some place where it ceases to be good business. 

Mr. SreetMAn. That is right. 

We believe that the roadbuilding industry across the board, the con- 
tractors, the machinery manufacturers, the supply people, and so on, 
could do this road program, the inter state program, and carry on the 
normal expected ABC program with it and other construction at its 
current level and do the program in 10 years’ time. We don’t think 
there will be any strain on the industry whatsoever or any uneconom- 
ical practices involved to do the program in 13 years and have the roads 
finished, the interstate program completed and in use at the end of 13 
years from the time the bill was passed, which is approximately 10 
years from now. 

Senator Kucuen. I understand. 

Senator Neusercer. Any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Steelman, it has been a pleasure to have 
you here. 

Mr. Sreetman. Now, we have other witnesses and I would like at 
this time to ask General Prentiss to read his testimony for the subcom- 
mittee, which in essence summarizes the testimony of the other wit- 
nesses. We would like to have him do this in the interest of saving 
your time. We know that you all have many things on your calendar 
for today. So we will give you the summary, and if we have time 
we will introduce the other witnesses. 

Senator Neusercer. I am just sitting here temporarily for the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the subcommittee, but I am sure that would 
be agreeable to him. 

Mr. SreenMan. Thank you. 

(The balance of Mr. Steelman’s prepared statement is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman, the great and increasing needs for new highways have been 
established. We should not pass on to the next generation the task of providing 
these improvements which should be made today. We want the benefit of these 
roads in our time. I will not enumerate the benefits of an improved Interstate 
System to the general economy, defense of the Nation, safety of the lives and 
property of highway users, and savings in transportation time and cost. These 
benefits have been well documented in previous congressional hearings. 

In the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, Congress specified that it is in the 
national interest to provide for the early completion of the Interstate System. 
Our association strongly agrees and vigorously opposes any stretching out of 
the period, indicated under the present law, required for construction of the 
system. We realize, of course, that such a stretchout will result unless sufficient 
funds are provided. 

As matters stand, because of the provision in the law which limits apportion- 
ments to trust fund receipts, the authorization of $2.2 billion in Federal funds 
for fiscal year 1960 will be cut back to an actual apportionment of approxi- 
mately $1.6 billion. The $2.2 billion authorization for 1961 may be cut back a 
full billion dolars. 

Continuation of this condition will mean that the interstate program will 
advance during the next several years at only 55 to 77 percent of the rate contem- 
plated in title I of the act. These reduced rates will be only 60 to 80 percent 
of the rate at which the program is progressing at the present time. 

When the so-called pay-as-we-go provision was added to the act, Congress 
did not delete a provision that repayable advances could be made from the 
Treasury’s general fund to cover overruns of the highway trust fund, nor did 
it delete a policy declaration that Congress would enact legislation in order to 
bring about a balance of total receipts and total expenditures. 

This expression of congressional intent, that additional legislation would be 
forthcoming for financing the interstate program, led the highway industry to 
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gear up in readiness to complete on time, or ahead of the legislative schedule 
if necessary, the interestate program as defined and authorized in the act of 
1956. We are ready to accomplish our part. I would respectfully suggest, Mr. 
Chairman, that the time has now come for the Congress to act. 

The 3-year period, which expires in July of next year, since passage of the 
1956 act may be regarded as a major tooling-up interval. Industry will be, in 
fact is now, prepared to complete the Interstate System on or before 1970. 
We are ready to complete the construction in accordance with the original 
target date fixed by this subcommittee and the Congress. 

As to status of the interstate program, as of this date I feel that great 
progress has been made and I think much credit should be given to the Bureau 
of Public Roads, the State highway engineers, and the consulting engineers for 
their conscientious work in moving forward the necessary but unspectacular 
details. 

It is certain that there will be a marked upswing in interstate construction 
work in the coming weeks and months of this, calendar year. An enormous 
investment has been made in the past 19 months in acquiring rights-of-way 
and in getting the work ready for contract. This investment is now set to 
pay off. 

On-the-site construction jobs are going to multiply at a fast rate and the 
public will soon see many miles of new highway construction underway. A 
potential power of our highway building industry was put in motion by your 
action in passing the 1956 Highway Act. Like a huge flywheel it started slowly 
but is moving more and more rapidly to full speed. Let’s not waste the energy 
inherent in the full force of this industry by running the flywheel at less than 
peak efficiency. 

To get into the meat of our testimony we have four highly qualified spokes- 
men representing ARBA’s four “task forces” on highway industry capacity. 
In the order that we plan for them to appear, they are: 

On planning and design: Mr. J. N. Robertson, Director of Highways of the 
District of Columbia, my immediate predecessor as president of ARBA, and a 
regional vice president of the American Association of State Highway Officials. 

On construction machinery and equipment: Mr. Boyd 8. Oberlink, vice presi- 
dent of the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., of Milwaukee, Wis., also president 
of the Construction Industry Manufacturers Association which functions as 
ARBA’s manufacturers’ division. 

On contractor problems: Mrs. William O. Faylor, who heads the Middlecreek 
Construction Co., of Middleburg, Pa. Mr. Faylor is a director of our contractors 
division. 

On materials and supplies: Maj. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss (retired), executive 
vice president of our association. General Prentiss will also summarize the 
task-force findings and present our recommendations on highway legislation with 
which your subcommittee is concerned. 


STATEMENT BY LOUIS W. PRENTISS, MAJOR GENERAL, UNITED 
STATES ARMY (RETIRED), EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERI- 
CAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


General Prentiss. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
this is my second appearance before your subcommittee and I would 
like to qualify myself as a witness by stating that I am executive 
president of the American Road Builders’ Association. I retired 
from the Army after 35 years of service about 2 years ago and have 
been with ARBA ever since. During my service in the Army I served 

both district and division engineer in charge of large civil and 
military construction programs. I also served as the Engineer Com- 
missioner of the District of Columbia. My last station in the Army 
was in command at the Engineer Center, Fort Belvoir, Va. 

[ will first present a current review of the findings of ARBA’s task 
force No. 2, dealing with materials and supplies, as they relate to 
industry capacity, and will complete my presentation with a discussion 
of the current highway progarm problems as seen by our organization, 
together with our specific recommendations. 
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In last year’s report to your subcommittee, our association estimated 
that the total construction volume for the year 1958 would amount to 
$6.5 billion and that after deducting the expenditures for engineering, 
right-of-way, and force-account work, the net contract construction 
volume for 1958 would amount to $4.6 billion. No developments 
have occurred during 1957 which would warrant changing our pre- 
vious estimate at this time. We, therefore, still estimate that the net 
contract construction volume during this year will be approximately 
$4.6 billion. 

Actually, during the past several years there has been little increase 
in the actual physical volume of highway construction. As you will 
recall, we estimated last year that the net highway construction 
volume i in 1956 had amounted to about $3.6 billion and that it would 
increase to about $4.6 billion in 1958. However, due to the overall 
increase in the general price levels during the same period, highway 
construction costs as measured by the Federal-aid highway construc- 
tion price index for the contracts let during the years 1955 and 1957, 
increased 11 percent. Contracts let during « one year are for all prac- 
tical purposes generally constructed during the next year. The 1955 
and 1957 cost indices are, therefore, measures of the cost of work ac- 
complished during the years 1956 and 1958 respectively. This means 
that approximately $400 million of the $1 million increase mentioned 
above was due to the general price level and that the actual increase 
in construction volume was only $600 million. 

Also, we would like to point out that this increase of $600 million 
in the highway contract construction volume during the past 2 years 
has been accompanied by a general decline during the past 12 months 
in other phases of the overall construction industry. This has had 
the effect of making more labor, more equipment, more materials, and 
more contractor capacity available for the constuction of highways. 
The materials and supplies industry is, therefore, in a much better 
position today to prosecute the 13-year program as conceived by Con- 
gress in 1956 or, if necessary, for the Nation’s welfare a 10-year pro- 
gram as originally recommended by our association in 1955. 

In our 1956 report to this committee, we made a thorough evalua- 
tion of the availability of materials and supplies to support the high- 
way program. We reported that the supply of highway construction 
materials and supplies could be increased sufficiently to support a 
total national highway construction program of $8.3 billion per year 
in 1957 and $11 billion by 1959. In that report we also mentioned 
the fact that, at that time, steel and cement were in somewhat short 
supply and that there were some spot shortages of other materials. 
Our current eavluation indicates not only that these shortages have 
disappeared but that both of these industries operated below their 
maximum production levels during the past year. The following 

table indicates the situation in regard to the supply of portland 
cement: 
Portland cement industry . 


Barrels 
ST RO TNS a OG i st ih cna cknee _. 364, 000, 000 
I cack wr aisaleblninnns assume 289, 000, 000 


Production in 1957 


1957 production and shipments were 6 percent less than 1956. 
Stocks as of Dec. 31, 1957, were 27 percent above December 1956. 
1957 shipments were less than 80 percent of capacity. 
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STEEL INDUSTRY 


During the past year, the steel industry has substantially increased 
the production of highway construction products. This increase has 
about cleaned up the shortages that previously existed in these items. 
Based on the production rate during the first three quarters of 1957, 
the steel industry increased the shipment of highway construction 
items over 1956 shipments, as shown in the following table: 








Estimated Percent 
annual Shipments, | change, 
shipments, 1956 1957 over 

1957 1 1956 

Pchlide pha cdientinil bis sa 

Structural nena L ahelcca sehen do bexbedlsimetalaunatninni maths oon auinneanae 6, 850, 000 5, aoe 12 
SN i nintsc wiitovaee' Sik aaa ia tna attend daha aerated — 590, 000 34, +3% 
Plate. -- ssdnusucwtatdvdsdthswesed ackdtuecksonsedetess 9, 800, 000 7, 714, 000 +32 


Reinforcing DOS oS oat one Sancta ied cede ee oe donnd cut wenn 2, 518, 000 —1 


1 Based on shipment reports for first three quarters, 1957 


General Prentiss. As of the beginning of the year, it was estimated 
that the steel industry had a capacity of about 7 million tons of 
structural shapes and in 2 years will be able to produce 8 million tons 
annually. Such a level of production is sufficient to nearly double 
the amount of structural shapes used on highway construction in 1957. 
One of the large producers shipped 700 ,000 more tons in 1957 than in 
any previous year. 

As can be noted, the shipments of shape and plate which were in 
short supply at the beginning of the year were increased about one- 
third. However, the shipment of reinforcing bar which was based 
on actual demand rather than a large backlog of orders fell off some- 
what. The decrease in the shipment of items such as reinforcing bar 
was probably even more pronounced than this table shows since the 
table is based on the shipment rate in the first three quarters of 1957. 

The overall decrease in demand for construction items is also shown 
by the situation existing in the wire-mesh reinforcement industry. As 
shown in our 1956 report, the industry has steadily increased its ship- 
ments from 1945 when 111,000 tons were shipped, to 1955 when 475,000 
tons were shipped. This increase was maintained in 1956. In that 

ear 490,000 tons were shipped. However, in 1957 demand fell off and 
it is estimated that shipments declined to 430,000 tons, a decrease of 
approximately 13 percent. 

The decrease in the tightness of the structural steel market is even 
more strikingly illustrated by the situation in the steel fabrication 
industry. In our 1956 report, we showed that the total fabrication 
backlog amounted to 2,243,000 tons at the end of 1955. This increased 
during 1956 when 4,012,000 tons were booked and only 3,205,000 tons 
were shipped. This situation has now improved considerably for in 
the first 10 months of 1957, 3,081,000 tons—an annual rate of 3.7 million 
tons—were shipped ond only 2,466,000 tons—an annual rate of 2.9 
million tons—were booked. Actually, bookings ran at only 60 percent 
of shipments throughout the latter half of 1: ast year and in October at 
only 53 percent of shipments. 

New methods and equipment for making greater use of local aggre- 
gates have the effect of increasing the overall supply of these materials 


set 


| 
| 
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although no shortages other than in isolated areas were prergney 
contempl: ated. One of the newest devices for upgrading gravel de- 
posits containing deleterious material is a beneficiation plant which 
separates the sound and soft particles on the basis of their elastic or 
bouncing characteristics when allowed to fall by gravity against an 
inclined steel plate. 

Commercial producers of crushed stone have previously indicated 
their ability to increase their 1955 level of production by 97 percent 
in 1958. 

For the following materials and supplies not only are ample quan- 
tities available for the current program but there are oversupplies 
or production capacity sufficient to more than double the demands of 
the 1957 highway contract construction program of a little over $4 
billion work put in place: 

(1). Reinforced concrete pipe, (2) corrugated metal pipe, (3) lum- 
ber, (4) timber products, (5) clay products, (6) petroleum products, 
(7) explosives, and (8) traffic signs and other traffic-control devices. 

After carefully considering the present capacity of the materials 
and supplies industry and the demands of other claimants, task force 
No. 2 concludes that it has sufficient capacity to double the demands 
which would be generated by the expected $4.6 billion level of contract 
construction to be. put in place in 1958. The support of this $9.2 
billion of highway construction put in, place. is more than enough 
to match the programs that could be supported by other segments of 
the roadbuilding industry under present conditions. 

I turn now to the status of the Federal-aid highway program. The 
long awaited new cost estimates of the Interstate System submitted in 
early January and the. February 28, 1957, report by the Secretary of 
the Treasury on the financial condition and results of the operation of 
the highway trust. fund taken together point up the urgent need for 
revision of the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act. 

The official cost, estimate indicated a need for an additional $29.1 
billion of Federal funds to complete 38,548 miles of the Interstate 
System with no estimate made for the 2,452 additional miles needed 
to; bring the total. to the authorized 41,000 miles. For these miles I 
am arbitrarily using in this presentation a $2.5 billion cost estimate. 
Nor was there a cost, estimate for the additional funds which might be 
needed, should Congress. decide. to reimburse the States for freeways 
already built or to purchase toll roads already, built in those instances 
where these highways have met interstate standards and have been 
incorporated in the Interstate System. For the purposes of this 
presentation and for simplicity of figures, I am going to assume a $40 
billion price tag for the 41,000-mile system, not including any provi- 
sion for reimbursing for already completed toll and free roads, with 
a total Federal share of $36 billion with $31.6 billion needed to 
complete. 

In the light of these new cost estimates it is evident that the author- 
izations for the Interstate System contained in the Highway Act of 
1956 are completely inadequate and would authorize construction of 
only 65 percent of the system. Furthermore, during the period of 
authorization the highway trust. fund would support ‘only 85 percent 
of these inadequate authorizations. It is apparent, therefore, that 
the objectives set forth in title I of the act are incompatible with the 
means made available for their accomplishment. Unless something 
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is done the roads cannot be built in the manner and in the time which 
Congress proposed. 

There are four basic factors involved in the problem; two of which 
are constant and two are variable. The constant factors are: 

What is wanted and when it as wanted. 

Congress has already given answers to both, and I quote from the 
1956 act: 

It is essential to the national interest to provide for the early completion of 
the “national system of Interstate Highways” * * * It is the intent of Congress 
that the Interstate System be completed as nearly as practicable over a 13-year 
period and that the entire system in all of the States be brought to a simulta- 
neous completion. 

The variable factors are: The cost of the program and the revenue to 
the highway trust fund from the highway user taxes earmarked to 
support it. 

We have the best estimates that can be prepared but costs are con- 
stantly changing through the application of economic factors. The 
funds estimated to be available at any time throughout the life of the 
program also will rise or fall with the economy of our country. 

It is essential, therefore, if we are to build the highways which you 
want, When you want them, that there be introc luced into the en abling 
legislation a financial flexibility which is lacking today. Before mak- 
ing any recommendations for modifying the 1956 Federal Aid High- 
way Act, I want to predicate my conclusions upon several prem- 
ises which | believe are sound and in which I hope you coneur. ‘These 
are as follows: 

|. Highways built between 1960 and 1970 will cost less than those 
built after that date. A review of the most recent price index for 
federal-aid high construction shows that since World War II highway 
prices, following the general trend, have increased nearly 43 percent 
or about 4 percent a year. Between 1954 and 1957 the prices have in- 
creased about 11 percent. These price increases are based on unit 
quantities, do not include an increase in the cost of right-of-way and 
should not be confused with cost estimates. 

We pay for our highways whether we build them or not. A 
oni ted system of interstate highawys will pay annual dividends 
in the form of reduced vehicle operating costs, accident prevention, 
reduction in accident fatalities and casualities. ‘These annual divi- 
dends have been estimated to be: The saving of 4,000 human lives, 
$500 million for motorists in reduced operating costs, $750 million for 
truckers for reduc ‘ing operating costs, $750 million in reduced accident 
costs, for a $2 billion total annual savings. 

A completed system of interstate highways will result in: (a) 
Increased revenue from highway user-type taxes due to stimulation 
of highway driving. The sooner we build the highways, the faster 
we will collect user taxes to help pay for them; (b) Increased land 
values and stimulation to business and industry—a boost to the gen- 
eral economy; (¢) An uncomputable, but highly important, contribu- 
~~ to national defense. 

The highway construction program makes a tremendous contri- 
tion to the country’s general economy because of: (a) Its wide- 
spread geographic impact. The highway dollar spent ie ally creates 
about $4 of local business; (b) Its widespread industrial impact de- 
manding, as it does, support from many of the basic industries of our 
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country, particularly, those which are heavy employers of labor; (c) 
Its self-liquidating characteristics. 

5. The rapidly increasing population density of our country points 
to rapidly increasing land needs creating even more serious problems 
incident to right-of-way acquisition and costs. The sooner the high- 
ways are built, the cheaper will be the big item of land cost and the 
less delay will there be involved in its acquisition. 

6. A long-range, firmly financed highway construction program will 
permit: (a2) Sound planning by all agencies; (0) efficient support by 
all segments of industry; (c) avoidance of costly peaks and valleys in 
demand for materials and labor; (d) adequate financing by States, 
counties, and municipalities in meeting matching-fund requirements. 

7. Industry is ready, willing, and able to support a vastly stepped 
up program. In fact, if Congress is so disposedto provide the funds, 
we feel that the highway construction industry is fully capable of 
carrying out a highway program which would complete the full Inter- 
state Highway System in the originally designated 13-year period. 


CONCLUSIONS 


As a result of consideration of the above assumptions, I have come 
to the conclusion that if any “stretching out of the program” is re- 
quired, it should be in the financing, not in the construction, and that, 
in reviewing and revising the conflicting provisions of title I and title 
II of the 1956 act, flexibility must be the watchword. Without pro- 
viding financial flexibility we will end up again with a hamstrung 
program. My recommendations, therefore, are: 

1. That immediate steps be taken to protect the integrity of the 
highway trust fund to stop withdrawals for purposes other than those 
originally contemplated by Congress when the trust fund was estab- 
lished. 

2. That the subject of highway-user type taxes be reviewed with 
the thought in mind of transferring all or a larger percentage of this 
revenue to the highway trust fund. As a specific example, let’s take 
the year 1958 and see what happens to the revenue from highway-user 
taxes—these figures are, of course, round estimates subject to revision 
for interest and refund payments. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt right there. In 
looking at your statement, General Prentiss, this next table is a very 
important and interesting table. I wonder before you present it if 
you could identify a little more clearly the source of the figures in 
there. Are these Treasury estimates on the funds? 

General Prentiss. I had one of the members of my staff compile 
these figures, and they were based upon the budget figures and the 
Treasury estimates. 

Senator Casz. They are essentially Treasury figures? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is very good. 

General Prentiss. In the highway trust fund. 
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(Continuing statement :) 
[Millions of dollars] 





In the Not in the 
highway highway 
trust fund trust fund 
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General Prentiss. In other words, of the $3.72 billion revenue from 
highway user type taxes, only 57 percent will go into the highway trust 
fund in 1958. 

That recognition be given to the fact that a mortgage on our high- 
ways is a sound capital investment that will pay for itself by the 
dividends which it produces each year during a life expectancy of at 
least 50 years. 

4. That section 108 (b), title I, authorization of appropriations, be 
revised to provide for: 

(a) Authorizations for 1960-69 based upon the cost estimates sub- 
mitted in January 1958, increased by an amount—estimated to be $2.5 
billion—-sufficient to cover the entire 41,000-mile Interstate System. 


[In billions] 





























| Proposed Original Proposed Original 
revision authorization || revision |authorization 
| 

SUE. dh cavdvvandhedsda | $2.7 $2.2 || 1966_.. | $3.5 $2.2 
1961_. 3.0 ER oe hn ene 3.3 2.2 
1962. 3.3 2.2 || 1968__. 2 3.0 1.5 
ee 3.5 SS 3 Pitiiackcéiae 2.3 1. 025 
1964__ 3.5 2.2 | — —_—_—_—_—— 
cdc sttctat<, 3.5 2.2 | ROOR ne ccdewave 31.6 | 20. 125 





General Prentiss. (0) A periodic review and revision of this table 
of authorization to bring it in line with the cost estimates which are 
to be recomputed periodically as required under section 108 (d). 

(c) That any future action which may be taken to reimburse for 
toll or freeways already built and already incor porated in the 41,000- 
mile Interstate System, recognize that no provision is made in the 
revised authorization proposed i in (a) above to cover this added cost. 
This item refers to about 2,000 miles of toll roads and 4,000 miles of 
freeways. 

That section 209 (q), title IT, highway trust fund, which requires 
that the schedule of apportionments be modified annually by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to conform to the annual forecast by the Secretary 
of the Treasury as to the expected cash condition of the trust fund, 
Ww - h is the so-called Byrd amendment, be rescinded. 

That section 209 (c) (1), title IT, highway trust fund, be amended 
*. the deletion of the date, July 1, 1972, and by extending the life of 
the trust fund indefinitely. 

7. That the Secretary of Commerce be authorized to borrow on a 
haa term basis against the future moneys in the trust fund, such funds 
as may be needed to make up the difference between the annual authori- 
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zation set forth in the act and the cash available in the trust fund to 
support that authorization. Such borrowing authority would be 
established periodically at the time of review of cost estimates and 
authorizations. The amount of the borrowing authority would be such 
as to provide the long-term flexibility needed to keep the program going 
at the planned rate. 

The following is presented as an example: Presuming an avail- 
ability of funds in the highway trust fund as estimated by the Secre- 
tary of the Tre: usury on February 28, 1957, and assuming a level an- 
nual ABC authorization of $900 million, we have the following 
deficiencies indicated for 1960-62: 


Trust fund requirements 


{In billions] 
Interstate ABC Total Funds Indicated 
ivailable deficiency 
1960___ s caer $2.7 $0. 900 $3. ( $2.5 $1. 100 
1961.2: 3.0 . 900 3.9 2. 295 1. 605 
1962_ _. 3.3 . 900 4.2 2. 258 | 1. 942 


Senator Case. ae Chairman, General Prentiss, would you mind if 
I asked a question at this point. 

I note that in this table you have used for the interstate trust fund 
requirements your revised figures designed to take into consideration 
the factors already mentioned, but that on the ABC roads you assume 
a level of $900 million. Now, does that express a policy of the road- 
builders? 

General Prentiss. No, sir; that does not. I used that because that 
was the figure that was used by the Secretary of the Treasury in the 
computation of the availability of funds for the Interstate System 
when he published the report on last February 28 of 1957. We have 
already gone on record as advocating an accelerated stepup. 

Senator Case. If it should be true that the cost index for the con- 
struction of the Interstate System over a period of years should be 
going up, and I am not sure that that is true for the next 3 years at 
least, but if it should be, would not that same cost index go up for 
the construction on the ABC roads? 

General Prentiss. That is our belief, and we are of the opinion 
that in order to maintain a balanced program which is so essential 
that the ABC propositions be accelerated at a reasonable annual rate. 

Sentor Case. So that you are not advocating freezing ABC at the 
$900 million level ? 

General Prentiss. No, sir; I am using this because it was the figure 
used by the Secretary of the Treasury, and it made it possible for me 
to use the funds available in the absence of any appreciable increase. 

In the absence of any appreciable increase to the highway trust 
fund by further tax diversion a borrowing authorization in the 
amounts shown in the column headed “Indicated deficiency” will be 
needed to keep the program on schedule. When the Treasury forecast 
of the status of the highway trust fund is made on March 1 of each 
year, as is required by the law, the amount of the indicated deficiency 
will change and may be greater or less. Therefore, in order to have the 
needed flexibility, the borrowing authorization must include the au- 
thority to adjust annually to such differences as develop by the changes 
in the yearly trust fund estimation. 
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8. That amortization of bonds not start until after 1972 and that 
the call provisions be kept flexible depending upon highway construc- 
tion needs and highway user tax revenue available at that time. 

In other words, we do not want to hamstring the generations in the 
future by having these bonds set up on a call basis that would utilize 
all the funds available to pay off these bonds, but rather to spread 
it out so we can continue with a reasonable highway program after 
1972. 

In addition to these eight specific recommendations pertaining to 
revision of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, I have several other 
suggestions which are presented, because in the opinion of our asso- 
ciation their adoption would improve administration of the program 
and facilitate its support by industry. ‘These added recommendations 
are: 

That Congress include a strong declaration of intent in new legis- 
lation, calling for advanced scheduling of total route construction on 
the Interstate System. Such advanced scheduling would not only 
permit better interstate coordination but also better advance planning, 
particularly in seeking solutions to metropolitan area problems. 

In other words, if we know when these highways are going to be 
built, then the States and the other jurisdictions can be preparing 
themselves to make highway construction fit into the other plans. 

That Congress modify section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1921 to permit the Bureau of Public Roads, under proper 
administrative regulations, to make reimbursement for materials 
cle live: ‘ed to job sites. 

That Congress declare it to be a Federal-aid policy to minimize 
retainage and delays in payments to contractors when prequalifica- 
tion of bidders and performance bonds are required. 

In other words, we feel that the contracting officer is adequately 
protected, and that these retainages have been successful. 

That the Internal Revenue Service revise their road equipment 
depreciation and salvage allowance practices in order to create con- 
ditions conducive to modernize road-equipment fleets. Any encour- 
agement to contractors to utilize scientifically advanced equipment and 
methods made possible by that equipment will be reflected to the pub- 
hie interest in the reduction of construction costs. 

That where possible, highway specifications be revised to specify 
the results desired rather than the methods to be used. Such action 
would encourage the development of new methods, techniques, and 
equipment in the interest of economy of construction and speedup of 
” ee 

That Congress authorize the use of 114 percent research money 
for * improvement of engineering practices in our highway de- 
partments. Consideration should be given to the est ablishment by 
the Bureau of Public Roads of engineer ‘retraining schools under every 
regional office in close cooperation with engineering colleges and eiec- 
tronic equipment manufacturers to bring the engineering knowledge 
of 32,000 engineers now employed in the highway program up to date. 
The potential savings in man-hours, money, and time through full 
adoption at State, county, and municipal level of modern engineering 
techniques demand son.e such action. 

(A chart showing highway revenues as related to authorizations and 
apportionments follows :) 
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CHART 
SHOWING HIGHWAY REVENUES AS 
RELATED TO AUTHORIZATIONS & 
APPORTIONMENTS 
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General Prentiss. I have only one other comment to make, Mr. 
Chairman, and that is that in connection with the recommendation 
made by our president in response to a specific question which you 
asked, I believe that if we are lucky, for a means of putting more 
people to work rapidly, that we cannot expect within this year by 
giving more money for the Interstate System to get more men at 
work “except more men doing engineering, because on the Interstate 
System we can anticipate that it will require somewhere around 18 
to 21 months for the preparation of the necessary engineering studies, 
the acquisition of the right-of-way, the preparation of plans and 
specifications and getting that work advertised. 

On the other hand, this recommendation that our president made 
concerning the ABC system does make possible to get work from the 
authorization stage into the construction stage in a relatively short 
time due to the relatively simple engineering involved in our secondary 
roads and due to the relatively simple problems involved in right-of- 
way acquisition. And it was for that reason that we felt that if you 
were looking for ways and means of putting more people to work in 
the highway program, that it could be accomplished much more 

mppidly by inerease in the ABC and making a full allocation of Fed- 
ral funds to the States as a loan against their future ABC apportion- 
anett 

Senator Nevunercer. That is the question I was just going to ask 
you, General Prentiss. I want to just say I never had any idea that 
the formula would be different from one State than another. T realize 
that is not only impossible but would be unfair. But you think that 
something might be worked out on other phases of the Federal high- 
way program, the ABC system and so on, whereby advances might 
be made by the Federal Government to those States which have the 
most serious economic problem and the highest rate of unemployment. 
Do you think that something might feasibly be worked out in that 
line so that the Federal-aid highway program could be used to stimu- 
late employment in critical areas ? 

General Prentiss. We have given no thought to how this could be 
worked out legislatively. We were interested from the point of view 
from what kind of highway work would put people back to work 
most rapidly. I think it is possible of working out, particularly if 
it is a charge against the future allocation for ABC highways for 
any particular State. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Case, do you have some question of General Prentiss ? 

Senator Case. General Prentiss, among your added recommenda- 
tions, you had 1, that is No. 2, that Congress modify section 13 of the 
1921 act to permit the Bureau under proper administrative regula- 
tions to make reimbursements for materials delivered to job sites. 

That is a possibility which I think has considerable merit. T am 
wondering if you would extend that to include the construction of 
structures? Trecently had brought to my attention an instance where 
the State had gone ahead and let contracts on structures but was unable 
to get reimbursement until the total road was completed, and they had 
close to half a million dollars tied up in these structures, but they 
could not get payment until the road itself was completed. Now, 
obviously there would be materials delivered to job sites, but there 
would also be labor in those structures. 
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Under this same principle, would not you think it might be 
desirable—— 

General Prentiss. It would be our thought that under any con- 
tract that was let that where a contractor has made delivery of mate- 
rials to the job site that the State could be reimbursed by the Federal 
Government when the State pays it. 

Senator Casz. And you would extend that to where labor had been 
put in place, so to speak, on structures that it also might be paid for? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. May I interrupt, Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. I think that isa very interesting point brought 
out: by a witness here a few days ago. Is it your thought that that 
would necessitate a change in the act of 1958 to permit advancements 
of money where materials had been delivered and accepted at the 
building site? Advancements of money from the Federal fund to the 
States / 

Senator Case. I think it would take some legislation. 

General Prentiss. The basic act of 1921 contains a provision by 
which the Bureau of Public Roads says prevents them from making 
an administrative determination that would permit them to do this. 

Senator Revercoms. Legislation is necessary to carry out the 
thought that you have expressed in your question, Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. I think that is correct. 

General Prentiss, your sixth recommendation, too, is of special 
interest. I think the one for the establishment of engineer training 
schools in order to acquaint engineers on the staffs of several State 
highway authorities with new engineering techniques, could you give 
a quick illustration of the way in which some of these new engineering 
techniques have multiplied the work that can be turned out by an 
engineering staff ? 

General Prentiss. Mr. Chairman, we have the chairman of our 
engineering committee here who is going to follow me in testifying 
and is going to touch on that subject, and I would be duplicating his 
presentation. 

Senator Case. That is fine, but I have had some illustrations brought 
to my attention informally at times, and I have been amazed to see 
the ways in which the work or the output of an engineering staff can 
be increased by some of these new computers and by aerial “photogra- 
phy and things of that sort. I think that is a most interesting sugges- 
tion. 

General Prenriss. The point of my recommendation there is that 
we have many engineers who learned their engineering back when 
highway engineering was done under the old methods, and they need 
an opportunity to be brought up to date. In other words, they need 
to be retrained in order to fully embrace the potential of added efli- 
ciency and reduced cost of engineering that is possible today with 
the acceptance of these new principles. 

Senator Cask. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucnen.. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, just a technical question, General. On page 13 in that 
schedule down there you have the year 1966 twice. Is that an inten- 
tional statement ? 
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General Prentiss. That is a typographical error I had not noticed. 
We have one too many years in there. 

Senator Kucnen. Y es. It threw me. 

What, in your opinion, is the difference between your general pro- 
posal that the Secretary of Commerce be permitted to issue bonds re- 
payable from a permanent trust fund and the recommendations with 
respect to financing which the Clay Commission laid down ? 

General Prentiss. They were going to do it all by borrowing, and 
here, as I have tried to point out, we have two variable factors, what 
it is going to cost us and how much income is going to be available in 
the trust fund to cover it. In the absence of a completely adequate 
trust fund, the industry does not know, the profession does not know 
how fast we are going to build these roads and, therefore, I feel that 
you have got to have a factor in there that gives the flexibility. By 
taking off the end date of this highway trust fund and permitting it to 
continue, you would have highway user taxes, money paid in by the 
people that are going to benefit most from the use of these highways 
to pay for the highw: ays and pay off the mortgages which we put on 
these highways today so we can use them today. And it would be 
funds coming from earmarked taxes, the borrowing of that money and 
making possible a firmed-up program that we can walk out of here 
and say we know that we are going to be able to build this program 
at the rate Congress wants to, because they have set up the authority 
with the flexibility necessary to do it. 

Senator Kucuen. What I meant was in asking that question, I have 
kind of a dim recollection that when the Clay Commission came before 
us, there was considerable discussion here as to whether or not there 
would be any impact on the debt limitation from the recommendations 
of the Clay Commission relative to a new corporatign which would be 
able to issue what, I think, some people contended would be revenue 
bonds rather than general obligation bonds, and there would not be 
any problem involved. 

Now, I suppose, at least, for the time being, we may not have any 
problem with respect to the debt ceiling, but I was just wondering 
from the standpoint of your paper, which was excellent, whether you 
had any specific ideas in mind as to the type of the bonds that would 
be issued ? 

General Prentiss. I have not gone into the type of bond, but it was 
my feeling that in view of the fact that this would be utilizing funds, 
tax funds already specifically earmarked for this purpose, that it 
would not, of necessity, come under the category of Government bor- 
rowing, which would put its head against the debt ceiling. 

Senator Kucuer. At any rate, that ought to be one problem in the 
event that the committee was interested in that recommendation to 
follow up. 

Sometimes I think I have heard people say that if this program of 
interstate construction were to be stretched out to 20 years that by the 
time it was built it would be obsolete. And I wonder if. generally 
speaking, your recommendations were to be accepted, would we have 
a situation where the highway users’ money as it comes into the State 
treasury would be earmarked to repay for the construction of the 
41,000-mile system and be earmarked so far in advance that those 
moneys would not be available for repair or reconstruction after the 
system was completed ? 
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General Prentiss. No, sir; because that was one of the points that 
I made here, that it was absolutely essential that there be flexibility in 
the call schedule on these bonds so that we would not obligate the 
entire future highway trust fund for paying off these bonds but would 
have sufficient flexibility so the bonds could be called at a rate that 
would permit us to continue to build because after these roads are 
built, we are going to have a country with 200 million population, 
and we are going to have to build more roads. So, we ought to keep 
a flexibility in the call dates on it so that we can call these bonds at 
a reasonable rate and still have a reasonable amount of money left 
in the highway trust fund to continue the Federal-aid program. 

Senator Kucnet. The amount of the bonds to be issued at any given 
time would be based upon the Treasury estimates as to what would be 
coming in currently, and the bonds would supply the difference? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. By the w ay, just for my information, what period 
of time do you get now to write off your road equipment? 

General Prentiss. I will have to ask the contractor on that. We 
have our contractor who is here, and I would rather let him answer 
that question. He is going to give a statement on that subject. 

Senator Kucnev. I don’t know that that is specifically the jurisdic- 
tion of this committee, Mr. Chairman, but I was just wondering what 
period of time your industry had to depreciate. 

Mr. SreeimMan. Between 4 and 6 years 

Mr. Faytor. On the lighter equipment, and 8 to 10 on the heavier. 

Senator Neupercer. Will you identify yourself, please, for the 
record. 

Mr. Faytor. W. O. Faylor, Middlecreek Construction Co. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

Senator Kucuer. Go ahead. 

Mr. Fayror. At the present time the policy has been 4 years on 
pickup trucks and that class of equipment; when you get into your 
heavier equipment, it is 8 years; shovels take up to 10 to 12 years. 

Senator Kucuer. How much do you think you ought to cut that 
period of time down? 

Mr. Faytor. In our opinion there is a great deal of difference in 
opinion between the contractors and the industry, We somewhat feel 
that our personal experiences should be recognized by the Internal 
Revenue Bureau in adjusting our salvage value and in adjusting our 
rate of depreciation. It is not flexible enough to adjust to the condi- 
tions as they now exist. In other words, if we have a 12-months’ 
season and work constantly that 12 months, our piece of equipment is 
not going to last us as long as it will ona 6- months-a-year basis. 

Sen: ator NEUBERGER. Any other questions, Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuen. No, sir. 

Senator Neunercer. Before Senator Revercomb—I hope you will 
forgive me, but I am sponsor of the pay bills in the Senate today. I 
have to go to a conference at 11:30. Senator Case has generously 
stated he would preside in the absence of the Chairman, 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, may I ask you a question before 
you leave? 

Senator Neupercer. I don’t know whether I can answer it or not. 

Senator Kucnen. I do want to raise this. This whole postal legis- 
lation is something I want to listen to. I don’t like to have an im- 
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portant committee meeting held this afternoon when we are going to 
begin debate on this legislation. Is it planned to meet at 2 o’clock ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. 'T had nothing to do with the scheduling of the 
committee, Senator. Maybe the staff can advise you. 

Senator Kucnen. I want to say on or off the record, either way, I 
may be absent because of my 

Senator Nevnercer. I did not hear what you said. 

Senator Kucuet. I think I will be absent this afternoon. I think 
I had better get along over to the Senate Chamber. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I might say also that I have two 
hearings scheduled other places in the Government this afternoon, 
and I will be unable to be here, 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, since others have noted their 
positions in this matter, I will say that I expect to follow the proposed 
legislation before the Senate and will probably not be here this after- 
noon. 

Senator Nevspercer. As long as everybody else has said it, I think 
you will realize I am quite heavily involved in the legislation before 
the Senate, because I am the sponsor for the pay bill and cast the 
deciding vote on the rate bill. ‘I have to be there both to defend and 
advocate, and I do have to go to a conference at 11:30 on the schedul- 
ing of this. 

Senator Case, if you will take over at this time. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of General 
Prentiss at this time ? 

Senator Case (presiding). Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. General Prentiss, you have been given the op- 
portunity to become acquainted with the modern methods of con- 
struction. What do you suggest as the way of doing that, having these 
refresher courses given ? 

General Prentiss. It was my thought, sir, that under the general 
supervision of the Bureau of Public Roads and in close cooperation 
with the technical colleges of our country and the manufacturers of 
electronic computers that our engineers, many of whom have had no 
experience with the utilization of computers and who do not know 
the capability of computers, be given a retread job, so to speak, in 
bringing their engineering up to ‘date so that they will have a thor- 
ough understanding of how to utilize electronic computers, aerial 
photography, and photography in their engineering so as to cut down 
on the man-hours that are now required for doing these things man- 
ually when they can be done electronically. 

Senator Rrevercoms. Do not the colleges offer yearly refresher 
courses in the profession of engineering ? 

General Prentiss. In the engineering, but not necessarily in the 
utilization of the special equipment that is now being used and being 
applied to highway engineering. 

Senator Revercome. Well, do not the engineers have that oppor- 
tunity today without anything further being done to go to the plants 
and become acquainted with the machiner vy? 

General oqerm I don’t know whether they have that opportu- 
nity or not, sir. I don’t believe that they do. 

Senator Revercomn. Who do you advocate should pay for such 
instruction and bear the cost of it ? 
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General Prentiss. I think that it would be an investment that 
would pay dividends to the Federal Government. 

Senator Revercoms. Would you have the Federal Government pay 
for these courses or for the 

General Prentiss. I would have the individual pay his own ex- 
penses to and from and sustaining himself while there, but I think 
that the course itself should be financed by the Federal Government, 
and that the Federal Government would gain in the long run in the 
efficiency with which this program is going to be administered. 

Senator Revercoms. General, if the individual would pay his trans- 
portation to and from the place of instruction and pay his suste- 
nance while there, there would be very little cost to the construction 
side of it in the plants where the machines were manufactured. 

General Prentiss. That is why I think it should be done under 
the supervision of the Bureau of Public Roads in each regional area 
so that they can utilize the technical facilities that are already being 
utilized but not for this purpose. 

Senator Revercoms. Well, would not the manufacturers or distrib- 
utors themselves be ‘glad to instruct those who come there without 
charge ? 

General Prentiss. I am sure they would be glad to participate in 
this program without charge. 

Senator Revercoms. Yes, sir. Is there a shortage, General, of 
engineers today in the industry of the country ’—in the road building; 
let me pinpoint that ? 

General Prentiss. The Federal Administrator made a statement to 
our convention a few weeks ago, stating that there was not a shortage 
of engineers at this time, that the adoption at the higher levels of 
these techniques had reduced the requirements for engineers. 

Senator Revercoms. I want to thank you very much for those very 
clear statements. 

That is all, sir. 

Senator Gore (presiding). Thank you, General. 

Mr. Robertson. 

Senator Casr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Proceed, Mr. Robertson. 





STATEMENT BY J. N. ROBERTSON, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
HIGHWAYS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Ropertson. My name is J. N. Robertson, and I appear here as 
a member of the ARBA task force No. 1 on engineering to present 
the findings of that committee. I am Director of the District of 
Columbia ‘Department of Highways, having reachee the position as 
a career engineer with 40 years of service with that organization. I 
am also the immediate past president of ARBA and chairman of the 
electronics committee of that association. I hold the office of vice 
president of region 1 of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, which includes the North Atlantic States, and in this capac- 
ity I also serve as a member of the executive committee of AASHO. 

‘Gentlemen, ARBA task force No. 1 finds that the engineering tasks 
required to carry out the Federal aid highway program as author- 
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ized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 are being effectively 
accomplished. Mr. Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Admin- 
istrator, and the cooperating State highway departments are to be 
highly commended for i increasing engineering productivity to make 
this possible. 

During the period of July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1957, plans were 
completed and projects a vertised for over 9,000 projects on the 
Federal-aid primary, secondary, and urban systems and an addi- 
tional 1,127 projects on the Interstate System. While the Federal-aid 
construction work put in place i in 1957 amounted to $2.5 billion, the 
work advertised and placed into the construction pipeline averaged 
about $3.8 billion. 

During the same period, these engineers had another mammoth engi- 
neering job to perform in carrying out the numerous special studies 
and reports called for by Congress in the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway 
Act. These reports required many man-hours of engineering time in 
preparation and they utilized the services of engineers who could 
otherwise have applied themselves to getting the program under way. 
We call these studies to your attention because it illustrates that the 
engineering profession has built up a capacity to carry on an enlarged 
Federal-aid highway program. The services of consulting engineers 
have been very satisfactor y in the many States where their services 
have been utilized i in the design of the Interstate System. In fact, 
the highway-engineering profession i is now geared to carry on a much 
larger Federal-aid program. 

It is important, however, that apportionments for interstate con- 
struction be made early so that engineering productivity can be sus- 
tained at the high level to which it has been developed and so as to 
insure the uninterrupted flow of work through the design and engi- 
neering pipeline to construction contracts. 

Task force No. 1, composed of a representative group of engineers 
from the highway industry, has been studying the highw ay-engineer- 
ing capacity of the Nation since 1954. The task force, after an inten- 
sive survey, found and reported early in 1956 that engineering could 
produce plans and support a highway program of $9 ‘billion in 1958 
and $10 billion in 1959. At that time the task force recommended the 
more intensive use of photogrammetry and electronic computers as 
engineering tools. Since then developments indicate that engineer- 
ing production can be stepped up to even higher levels. The actual 
total highway program in 1958 is now predicted as $6.5 billion. There 
is, therefore, sufficient engineering capacity to step up production for 
a much larger 1959 road program. 

Our earlier apprehension that the engineering manpower shortage 
would act as a bottleneck in impeding the accomplishment of the 
highway program has been dissipated by the very rapid progress made 
in increasing engineering productivity. 

This has come about as the result of a concerted effort throughout 
the highway profession in exploring all possible ways of conserving 
engineering manpower and, at the same time, expediting preliminary 
planning, surveys, design, and construction. This effort has been 
carried forw ard on a broad front and has resulted in many changes 
in what were the conventional engineering processes. 

Foremost among these new developments is the application of elec- 
tronic computers to engineering computations. In the past a great 
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length of time has been consumed by highway and bridge engineers on 
mathematical computations. Some of these computations are now 
being accomplished with electronic computers. For example, in the 
District of Columbia, as a function of the Washington metropolitan- 
area traffic study, we are undertaking exhaustive analyses of our future 
traffic needs. The accomplishment of this work in an expeditious 
manner would hardly be possible without the employment of the elec- 
tronic computer. 

Twenty-eight State highway departments now have electronic com- 
puters. Another 12 State highway departments are planning installa- 
tion of computers. Some States are now using computer services 
available at universities and commercial computing agencies. At 
least 20 of our leading highway engineering consultants have installed 
electronic computers. 

The Federal Highway Administrator has established in the Bureau 
of Public Roads an electronic computer program library. The library 
serves as a central point for the receipt and distribution of 
methods of solution and detailed procedures for the solution of 
highway engineering problems on electronic computers. State high- 
way departments, consulting engineers, other Federal agencies, edu- 
cational institutions, and others contribute to the library. In re- 
turn each is furnished computer programs developed by others for 
problems in which they are specifically interested. 

Forty-six State highway departments are now using aerial photog- 
raphy and photogrammetry in highway location and 29 of these 
States are also using these methods in design. 

By this means much time is being saved, engineering manpower 
conserved, and great economy achieved—all without sacrificing ac- 
curacy. 

While the use of electronic computers and aerial surveys are to 
date the most productive developments with respect to increasing 
highway engineering productivity, they are by no means the only 
ones. 

New surveying instruments especially useful for the control sur- 
veys needed for preparing maps from aerial photographs have been 
developed and are being adopted by the highway departments and 
consulting firms. 

Good progress has been made in the simplification of contract plans. 
Duplication or unnecessary detail is being eliminated, standard de- 
tail sheets are being used more extensively, supplementary informa- 
tion is being condensed, and cross-section sheets are being materially 
reduced in number or eliminated entirely. Tracing is being replaced 
by photographic reproduction processes, thus eliminating much pre- 
liminary drafting and redrafting. 

Still further increases in engineering productivity are being achieved 
through the use of plan quantities for final payment wherever prac- 
ticable. This eliminates a great deal of field and office work. For 
certain contract items, lump-sum bids are being used. Not only do 
these devices save engineering time, but, in addition, they help 
expedite final payment to the contractor. 

Construction specifications are now being subjected to critical re- 
view in an effort to develop greater uniformity among the States, 
to delete or alleviate unnecessarily rigid requirements, and to empha- 
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size results desired rather than methods to be used. It is believed 
that much can be done to improve highway construction specifica 
tions which will tend to expedite construction with no sacrifice in 
quality, thus increasing productivity all along the line. 

There are other areas being studied for possible further improve- 
ments in engineering productivity. The Bureau of Public Roads 
has given valuable leadership to this broad movement to develop 
new and improved methods, procedures, equipment, and techniques. 
It has sponsored, together with the State highway departments, four 
national conferences on increasing highway engineering productivity. 
The ARBA engineering task force “cooperates in all of these con- 
ferences. These conferences have provided a common ground for 
discussion of production problems and possible solutions by State 
highway departments, consultants, contractors, equipment manu- 
facturers, and materi: anding example of team- 
work in straining tow ne a common “goal, the successful accomplish- 
ment of the highw ay program. 

The progress made in these 2 years in increasing highway engineer- 
ing productivity has been remarkable. We have virtually revolution- 
ized the entire field of highway engineering and yet we have not 
exhausted all possibilities. C ommittees in the American Road Build- 
ers’ Association, the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
and in both the highway division and the structural division of the 
American Soviety of Civil Engineers are hard at work on further 
studies. In all this activity, the Bureau of Public Roads through its 
Division of Development is maintaining close liaison and lending 
support and guidance. 

With this outstanding record of accomplishment, the further studies 
being made, the will to work together toward a common goal and with 
full knowledge of the problem before us, we feel confident that our 
highway engineering force can meet the engineering demands of the 
highway program and that engineering will not be a bottleneck in 
the accomplishment of that program. 

Tn conclusion, the ARBA task force No. 1 findings of 1956 that high- 
way engineering could support a $10 billion program in 1959 is now 
revised to $11 billion. The total 1958 Federal-aid and non-Federal- 
aid highway program is expected to be $6.5 billion. The engineering 
profession can, therefore, support a much larger total national high- 
way program if authorized by Congress. 

Senator Gorr. Very good. 

Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just one question. 

Mr. Robertson, who provided the cost for these four national con- 
ferences on increasing highway engineering productivity ? 

Mr. Rorerrson. That was a joint venture, Senator Case. The vari- 
ous ARBA, the AASHO, the State highway officials, along with the 
Bureau. of Public Roads. Everybody paid their own expenses. 
Probably the States sent men and paid their expenses, but in our 
particular outfit we only sent one man and paid his expenses. The 
others went on their own. Now, we did have young engineers go to 
the school here in Washington to take up programing of this elec- 
tronic computer. We haven’t any electronic computers of our own 
in the District. We are using the Federal Government, the Census 
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Bureau. We have been offered to use the Highway Department of 
Maryland, their computers. We don’t have enough work, we believe, 
to buy one. We do it that way in our highway department. 

Senator Kucuen. No questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb ? 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You do answer 
the question which I propounded. You do have sufficient number of 
engineers qualified for road construction to proceed ? 

Mr. Roserrson. We do, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. That is all, sir. 

Senator Gore. ‘Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner. 

Mr. Ropsertson. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Mr. W. O. Faylor, your statement, too, will be 
printed in the record. 

Mr. Fayior. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is W. O. Faylor. I am president of the Middlecreek Construc- 
tion Co., Middleburg, Pa., and a director of the American Road 
Builders’ Association and a member of its task force No. 3 

ARBA task force No. 3, a committee of highway contractors, since 
1954 has been studying the capacity of over 6,000 highway contractors 
to support an increased Federal-aid highway program. Based on 
the results of questionnaires sent to all highw ay contractors and per- 
sonal discussions with a substantial number of contractors, task force 
No. 3, in 1954, found that highway contractors worked at 46.4 percent 
of capacity, and in 1955 and 1956 they were working at 49 percent of 

capacity. In 1957, highway contractors increased ‘their « capacity in 
anticipation of an increased program. The increased highway con- 
struction program, however, failed to materialize. The toll-road con- 
struction volume decreé sed, large sums were spent on right-of-way 
and prices increased, resulting in a physical volume of construction 
put in place that was no greater than in 1955. The contractors are 
now working at 44 percent of capacity, which is the lowest since our 
task force was formed. In 1958, they could easily double the volume 
of highway construction that was put in place in 1957. Additional 
contractor capacity is becoming available due to the decrease in he: avy 
construction projects such as the St. Lawrence Seaw ay and heavy in- 
dustrial plant expansion, 

During the year 1955, construction put in place, including Federal- 
aid, amounted to $4 billion. In 1957, the Nation’s total highw ay pro- 
gram amounted to $5.8 billion. Deducting $1.3 billion for right-of- 
way and engineering and 11 percent for. price rise since 1955, the 
physical volume of work put in place in 1957 was $4 billion, exactly 
the same amount as in 1955. 

Inasmuch as contractors are now only working at 44 percent of their 

capacity, they could handle efficiently an annual gross program of a 
little over $11 billion, including $8 billion in highw: ays put in place. 

Highway work of the interstate type can be performed at a faster 
rate because it isin concentrated volume. New road equipment models 
have a higher production volume. These factors further increase 
contractors? productive capacity to undertake the authorized Federal- 
aid programs. Highway contractors are now organized and equipped 
to handle more than double the present volume of all highway con- 
struction. Within this volume, contractors can easily handle an In- 
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terstate Highway construction program three times as large as the 
present authorizations. 

In 1956, the year the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 was enacted, 
there were about 6,200 contractors bidding upon Federal-aid construc- 
tion projects. At the present time, this list of active highway con- 
tractors numbers about 6,500. During the first half of calendar year 
1956, an average of 5.7 bids was received on each Federal-aid con- 
tract. In the last half of the same year, the number of bids per 
Federal-aid contract increased to 6.0. The rise continued in 1957, 
reaching 6.5 during the first half of last year. Both the increased 
number of contractors and the rising number of bidders per Federal- 
aid contract are indicators that there is more highway construction 
capacity available now than when the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1956 became effective. In other words, with the assurance of Congress 
in this act of a sustained and expanded highway-construction pro- 
gram, the highway-contracting industry has proceeded to gear its 
productive capacity to higher levels. 

The Congress, in the act of 1956, set a schedule for completion of 
the present Federal-aid highway program in 13 years. The highway 
contracting industry started gearing its productive capacity to meet 
this schedule. The industry is disturbed by recent statements that it 
will be necessary to continue the program at lower levels for a longer 
period than Congress indicated was in the national interest because 
of insufficient funds to make 1960 and future apportionments. 

Highway contractors are at a loss to understand why the highway 
program should be curtailed, especially in view of the present situa- 
tion. During the peak of the 1957 construction season, on-site em- 
ployment alone by highway contractors was 340,500. 

But this is only the direct employment by contractors on the job 
site. The congressional Joint Committee on the Economic Report in 
2 document entitled, “Highways and the Nation’s Economy,” shows 
that every 96.4 cents expended for highway construction generates 
1 man-hour of employment on and off the vonstruction site. In other 
words, for every $1 billion, including funds authorized by the Con- 
gress and matchod by the States, that are spent for highway construc- 
tion, over one-half million people are taken off the unemployment rolls 
aud are given jobs for a year. 

The highway contracting industry believed that passage of the 

Federal Air Highway Act of 1956 resulted from congressional con- 
viction that the completion of the improvement of our highways to 
adequate standards in a reasonable time could no longer be postponed. 
The industry, aware of no valid reason for Congress to alter this con- 
viction, has been preparing to meet its responsibilities for completing 
this program with efficiency, with economy, and within the scheduled 
time as determined by Congress. 
_ We have seen that the productive capacity of the highway contract- 
ing industry has been increased over the levels of previous reports of 
this task force. That capacity can be further increased to complete 
the program in the 13 years originally established by Congress. Cer- 
tain developments will facilitate this expansion in productive ca- 
pacity and will be helpful in the production of a better quality of 
work at reasonable costs. 
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One of these development areas is in relation to improvd modern 
equipment that is now available. Mechanization and improvements 
in equipment have become increasingly important factors not only 
in the contractor’s productive capacity but also in his bid prices. 

There have been improvements in other areas which will further 
facilitate expansion of contractor’s productive capacity. There is 
a trend underway, at the present time, for highway departments to 
specify the results desired rather than detailing the equipment and 
methods that must be used as well as the results. This policy will 
give greater opportunity for highway contractors to use their well- 
known ingenunty and to take advantage to a greater extent of im- 
proved construction machinery. Working capital and credit are most 
important tools to the contractor. The use of the electronic computer 
for the computation of partial and final-pay quantities speeds up pay- 
ments to the contractor and improves his financial position. The 
wider use of standard plans helps improve progress of highway con- 
struction. 

These then are a few of the recent developments which tend to help 
the contractor meet the requirements for expanding highway-con- 
struction programs. ‘There are areas where action is needed to secure 
further improvements. 

It seems that the customers for the highway contractors’ goods and 
services have more ways to withhold payments for work completed 
than in any other segment of the construction industry. Last year, 
the credjt task force of the American Road Builders’ Association esti- 
mated that highway departments hold about $450 million in the course 
of a year that has been justly earned by contractors. This cash sum 
could be the basis for a much larger contractors’ credit expansion. 
Highway departments hurt themselves when prompt payments are 
not made for work performed. If contractors cannot Make prompt 
payments and take advantage of suppliers’ discounts, these losses 
when experienced by all contractors are eventually reflected in com- 
petitive-bid prices. Again, when a contractor is not paid promptly, 
he may have to wait to reinforce his financial position before bidding 
on other road jobs. More competitive bidding brings better prices 
to the highway department. The holding of payments from con- 
tractors takes the following forms: (1) Contract . ea retained 
percentage, (2) private retainage, (3) withholding of funds for extra 
work, and (4) nonpayment for materials delivered on site, but not 
incorporated in the job. 

As a guaranty of satisfactory work performance, contractors in 
many States must first be prequalified before they are permitted to bid. 
They must show that they have the experience, financial assets, the 
organization, and equipment to perform the work satisfactorily. Ifa 
contractor is successful in his bid for a highway construction contract, 
before he is awarded the work, he first must furnish a 100-percent bond 
as an additional guaranty that the project will be completed satis- 
factorily within the allotted time. This should be enough to assure 
performance. A number of States specifically provide in the contract 
for a retainage of 10 percent of the progress payments for the value of 
the work performed during a given period. A few States retain 10 
percent of the progress estimates until 50 percent of the job is com- 
plete—after that no further deductions are made. There are also 
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ariations of this practice. Additional retainage widely used is known 
as private retainage. It occurs when resident engineers underestimate 
the quantity of work performed as their own private assurance that 
the contractor will not receive an overpayment for the work performed. 

Payments to contactors for extra work they have completed at the 
direction of highway departments are commonly delayed an unreason- 
able length of time. This is generally caused by the length of time 
taken by engineers to compute the extra work quantities. 

While the States do allow some payments to be made when materials 
are delivered to the job site, the practice is limited to a new type of 
materials. A more liberal policy would be helpful to contractors. One 
reason the States are conservative is partly due to section 13 of the 
Federal Highway Act of 1921, which provides that contractors shall 
be paid for only the materials actually incorporated in the construc- 
tion. It is recommended that this provision be modified and the 
Bureau of Public Roads under appropriate regulations be allowed to 
make reimbursements to States for materials delivered and properly 
protected on the job site. 

Contractors, in some States, are also experiencing long delays in 
final payments. This is attributed to the shortage of engineers to 
calculate final payments and the withholding of such payments as bar- 
gaining power to settle claims. The Bureau of Public Roads has taken 
commendable action in advocating the expediting of payments. They 
include the following methods to speed up final payments to contrac- 
tors: 

1. The use of lump-sum bids where practical ; 

2. Payments based on accurately computed plan quantities to avoid 
the delay required for additional measurements of final quantities in 
the field ; 

3. The use of electronic computers in determining final quantities; 
and 

4. The use of photogrammetry in procuring field data and electronic 
computers for high-speed processing of the data to obtain final quanti- 
ties. All of these methods have been tried by States and contractors 
and are being evaluated by the Bureau with the States and contractors 
with the objective of promoting the adoption of the most beneficial 
methods. 

The present Bureau of Internal Revenue Bulletin F, which gives 
tables of useful life of depreciable equipment used as a guide by 
contractors and internal-revenue agents, has not been changed since 
1942. The Bureau of Internal Revenue policy should permit in 
practice, each contractor to prove the useful life experience of the 
various types of construction equipment he owns and his usual prac- 
tice in disposing of equipment based on the detailed records of the 
contractor. This would assist-contractors to keep their equipment 
fleets modernized and current with the latest manufacturers’ im- 
provements. 

A fresh look should be taken at highway specifications for the pur- 
pose of seeking further improvements. Although some progress has 
been made, the effort should be continued toward developing speci- 
fications which to a greater degree require results rather than detailed 
methods and equipment as well as the results. It seems inequitable, 
at least for some operations, to tell the contractor in detail how the 
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work must be done and then hold him responsible for results. With 
modern electronic and other field and laboratory testing equipment, 
quality control of the work can be checked quickly and frequently. 

There are many years of excellent research behind us. It seems 
desirable to place these results to work in the production line and to 
develop more uniform standards of measuring and defining results in 
specifications. More of the methods, choice ‘of equipment and rates 
of production could be left to the contractor. 

There are many variations in specifications, but just one will be 
cited for illustration. Eight States in their current Specifications 
permit only tandem rollers; for the same class of work 2 other States 
permit either tandem or pneumatic rollers; 12 States permit either 
tandem, 3-wheeled or pneumatic rollers; and 25 States permit tandem 
or 3-wheeled rollers. End-result specifications permit greater econ- 
omy and productivity, especially when crossing State lines. 

The determinations of this Congress could be very helpful in assur- 
ing a sustained program and will go a long way to build up confidence 
in the continuity which is needed for a healthy highway construc- 
tion industry. A long-range plan is needed for scheduling each 
project into production on the Interstate System. If the work could 
be scheduled on a year-by-year basis for every mile on the Interstate 
System, broken down for grading, bridges, low-type surface and 
high-type surface, it would follow industries’ production pattern and 
help everyone. Highway departments would be in a better position 
to complete continuous nationwide routes which would demonstrate 
to the traveling public what the advantages are on a coast-to-coast 
route without a traffic light. This would improve public relations. 
It would give the contractor, the equipment dealer, and material sup- 
plier an opportunity to determine his future market. They would 
be able to initiate orderly planning. It would also permit the de- 
velopment of scheduled lettings of highway projects in all size to 
correlate with the availability of large and small road contractors. 
At the present time contracts on the Interstate System average $1 
million, with the largest around $10 million. Together with the 
projects on the other Federal-aid systems, numerous small contracts 
have also been let from the range of $100,000 to $250,000. A proper 
balance of both large and small contracts is necessary for the healthy 
continuity of the industry. 

The highway contractors can easily put in place $8 billion worth 
of highway work per year. With right-of-way acquisition and engi- 
neering, this would be a gross annual program of $11 billion. Under 
current approved legislation we expect the 1958 program to gross 
$6.5 billion with $4.6 billion put in place by highway contractors. 
The highway industry could more easily increase production and 
sustain a healthy industry through improved highway department 
payment proc ‘edure, internal revenue allowances for realistic de- 
preciation of equipment, the use of result specifications allowing con- 
tractors to adopt scientific advancements and the long range schedul- 
ing of specific highway construction projects to permit engineers, con- 
tractors and material and equipment suppliers to schedule their serv- 
ices and production for the future market. 

It is very encouraging to the highway construction industry that 
you, Mr. Chairman, and your committee are keeping under close 
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scrutiny the progress of the 1956 Highway Act. Your efforts to make 
it work and to keep it on schedule are deeply appreciated by the 
industry and by the public. 

The other point that I would like to make here is that in the dis- 
cussion we in Pennsylvania find a program up there of using the 90 
percent Federal aid that comes to us in the interstate program, 10 
percent to a large degree is financed out of the State highway comple- 
tion authority fund, “which is a borrowing setup. I believe this has 
worked out quite successfully i in Pennsylvania. The money that the 
State highway and bridge authority borrows comes back in to pay 
off the bonds from the standpoint of out of our normal gasoline tax 
revenue. 

I believe that the rest of my paper is somewhat along the lines that 
General Prentiss had. I will be very happy to answer any questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. I have only one question, Mr. Chairman. 

I was wondering if you had anything later with respect to the num- 
ber of bidders per Federal-aid contract. I know that—— 

Mr. Faytor. Yes; there is a section in here, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I noted in your statement you said that for the first 
half of calendar 1956 there was an average of 5.7 bids per contract ; 
in the first half of 1957, it was 6.5 during the first half of last year 
Would it be possible for you to give us the comparative figures ot 
the last half of those 2 years ? 

Mr. Faytor. I do not have them for the country as a whole. I can 
tell you from personal conversations I had at our convention here last 
month. I feel very definitely these figures are low rather than high. 
In Pennsylvania we are having, I would say, an average of 10 bids 
per job and in many cases 15 or 20. I believe that there is a great deal 
more production capacity in the contracting industry than there is 
work done, that is bid on. 

Senator Casr. That is as of the last half of 1957 or the first half of 
1958 there might be as many as 10 bids on an average per contract ? 

Mr. Faytor. My estimate would be that itis 10. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel / 

Senator Kucnuer. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Revercomb / 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Faylor, the summary of your statement is 
that there is sufficient capacity among the contrac tors of the country 
to not only meet the requirements of tod: ay in roadbuilding, but. addi- 
tional roadbuilding asked for. 

Mr. Faytor. I would say that twice as much as now available could 
be accomplished by the highway industry under the present condi- 
tions; yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Faylor. 

Mr. Boyd S. Oberlink. 


STATEMENT BY BOYD S. OBERLINK, VICE PRESIDENT, ALLIS- 
CHALMERS MANUFACTURING CO., MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. Osertink. Mr. Chairman, my statement is very brief, and with 
your permission I would like to read it. 
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My.name is Boyd S. Oberlink. I am a member of the board of 
directors of the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co. and vice president 
in charge of its tractor group. Among the products of our company 
are crawler and wheel-type tractors, motor graders, hauling scrapers, 
and many other items of construction machinery. I am also president 
of the Construction Industry Manufacturers Association (CIMA) 
comprising 238 member companies, all of which are associated with 
the manufacture of construction machinery and allied products. 
CIMA serves as the manufacturers’ division of the American Road 
Builders’ see My appearance here today is as chairman 
of task force No. 4 of ARBA of which I have been a member since it 
was formed in October 1954. Task force No. 4 is comprised of a 
group of men having long experience and association with the con- 
struction machinery industry. Our original task was to investigate 
and report on the ability of our industry to support a long-range 
highway construction program. Our task force has continued as a 
standing committee of ARBA, to evaluate and seek solution to equip- 
ment problems which develop as the program progresses. Annual 
progress reports have been made to Congress since our original report 
in 1955. 

The task now before us is to bring previous findings up to date in 
view of present conditions and to report on the ability of our industry 
to provide sufficient quantities of construction machinery for fulfill- 
ment of our national highway program while continuing to fill the 
needs of all other claimants. 

n ovr 1956 report we estimated that the equipment available to 
contractors, including their own and that held by rental agencies, 
was then capable of supporting an annual highway construction vol- 


ume of $5.8 billion. At that time manufacturers’ and dealers’ equip- 
ment Inventories were low, with some items being allocated by the 
factories, and \ ‘re experiencing difficulty in obt: aining such pro- 


duction materials as steel plate, structurals, and nickel alloys. 

Since that time, the supply of construction machinery has become 
adequate and our contractors have expanded and strengthened their 
equipment fleets. In addition, a new contractors have entered 
the highway-construction field. We believe that the equipment pres- 
ently owned by contractors, held by rental agencies, and in the inven- 
tories of dealers and factories could reasonably support a contract 
construction program of $7 billion of work put in place. This com- 
pares with an expected level of $4.6 billion of contract construction 
work to be put in place in 1958. 

In 1957 the gross construction level of $5.8 billion generated a net 
contract. construction total of $4 billion worth of highways put in 
place. Our highway contractors tell us that this volume resulted in 
their operating at about 44 percent of their capacity. This was also 
reflected in the level at which our manufacturers were able to operate 
their factories. 

A recent survey of a group of representative construction ma- 
chinery manufacturers, covering all major segments of the industry, 
disclosed they have, on the basis of their anticipated sales volume, 
scheduled their plants to operate at about 60 percent of capacity dur- 
ing 1958. They indicate an adequate supply of all materials and do 
not anticipate any shortage in the near future. 
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The supply of spare parts in the manufacturers’ inventory and on 
the dealers’ shelves is more than sufficient to meet current require- 
ments. 


New machinery inventories in the hands of manufacturers and deal- 


ers are now somewhat higher than that normally carried in relation 


to forecast of sales for the year. In addition, the manufacturers re- 
port that they have sufficient inventory of finished machinery on 
hand to fill about 24 percent of their ‘anticipated volume for this 
year, and that their back order position is about 29 percent “off” 
from the same period a year ago. 

All of these factors contribute to the fact that our manufacturers 
have established their production schedules at about 60 percent of 
capacity and result in a reported industry average of approximately 
66 percent of full employment. 

In 1958 a gross program of about $6.5 oe oe a contract con- 
struction volume of $4.6 billion is predicted. a full Federal-aid 
apportionment as originally contemplated is 5 for 1960, and not 
deferred—or decreased—net construction contract levels of $5 billion 
and $5.4 billion for 1959 and 1960 might be expected. If, therefore, 
our estimate of $7 billion worth of work which can be performed by 
equipment now in existence and available is reasonably accurate, it 
can be seen that the only requirement which the cur rently author ized 
construction program placed on machinery manufacturers is that of 
replacement of the existing fleet. 

In our 1956 report we stated that our industry could provide con- 
struction equipment to support a highway program level of $11 bil- 
lion by 1959. At that time we indicated possible shortage in some 
few categories of equipment and anticipated some expansion of pro- 
duction capacity in the industry. 

Completion of those expansion programs and increased productivity 
of newly designed equipment erases the question of equipment short- 
ages. In light of the developments of the past 2 years, we are con- 
fident that our original estimate in support of an $11 billion high- 
way program is more conservative. 

I have given to you today, very briefly, the basic report of task 
force No. 4, updated to February 1958, and have reiterated the capacity 
of our industry to support almost any program of highway construc- 
tion which our Congress may see fit to authorize. 

I would like, with your indulgence, to make a few further com- 
ments which are perhaps outside the scope of our particular task 
force assignment. 

It is my belief that our Federal program for the Interstate Highway 
System has unprecedented appeal to and support of the American 
public, and that they—the public—expect all of us to find the ways 
and means by which this program will be completed, to the extent 
and within the time set out in the original legislation. 

I realize that the problem of finance is a matter of principal con- 
cern and that increasing costs continue to aggravate that problem. 
It is on this matter of costs that I should like to make a comment. 

Costs are, of course, influenced by many factors, and one of the 
most important factors is the ability to plan, schedule, and produce 
in an orderly fashion. Asa manufacturer, it has been my experience 
that the lowest unit costs are obtained when we are able to plan a 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 383 


program well in advance, schedule it for orderly production, provide 
materials and labor in smooth flowing pattern, and then proceed to 
produce in ace ordane e with that plan. 

When for any reason we are forced to interrupt the continuity of 
such plans, we find that our costs fluctuate badly, and become dis- 
proportionate unless and until we are able to establish a new smooth- 
flowing schedule, or to reinstitute the original. 

This principle, | believe, applies equally well, and perhaps even 
more deeply to the intricate mechanics of planning, scheduling, and 
producing the new highways which we want to build for our Nation. 

In other words, I believe that we can achieve maximum efficiency 
und control of costs, in the production of our highways, if we, first, 
plan the highways we want to build—and this we have done; second, 
schedule the rate at which we want to produce these highw: ays—and 
this we have done; third, provide material and labor in a smooth flow- 
ing pattern—this we can do; and fourth, proceed to produce on sched- 
ule. 

Our committee today is testifying to the capacity of our engineers, 
contractors, and manufacturers to plan, schedule, and provide, but 
we must turn to our Congress for the wherewithal to proceed on 
schedule. 

You, Mr. Chairman, have publicly expressed yourself on this point 
in unequivocal terms. I want to emphatically endorse your expres- 
sion that the funds to accomplish the program can and must be 
raised. We are confident that it will be done. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucnen. Only thesame. Mr. Oberlink, I think your state- 
iment is excellent, and I appreciate the opportunity to read it. 

Senator Case. I think he does make the point: very clear that when 

1 program can be pursued in an orderly fashion, it costs less to go 
sis id with it. 

Senator Gore. I was particularly impressed with the point you 
make on the bottom of page 5, the steps which you think will con- 
tribute to the efficiency and economy of highway construction. I 
think that is a fine contribution. 

Mr. Overtink. Thank you very much, sir. If I got that point 
across. 

Senator Gore. Well, I think you did. 

Senator Revercomb / 

Senator Revercome. No questions. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Netherton and Mr. Rykken, American Automobile Association. 


STATEMENT OF KERMIT B. RYKKEN, DIRECTOR, HIGHWAY AND 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIA- 
TION, ACCOMPANIED BY ROSS NETHERTON 


Mr. Ryxxen. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Kermit B. Rykken, and I represent the American Auto- 
mobile Association, with headquarters in Washington, D. C. I am 
director of the highway and degislative department of that organi- 
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zation. Appearing with me is Mr. Ross D. Netherton, legislative 
counsel for the AAA. 

The American Automobile Association, organized in 1902, is a 
federation of 750 independent automobile clubs, State associations 
and branches in every State of the Union, with a membership of 
approximately 6 mil llion. 

During the 1956 legislative year neither the Senate Roads Sub- 
committee nor the House Roads Sube ommittee held public hearings. 
However, extensive hearings were held in 1955 and the AAA sup- 

orted through testimony or by filed statement a greatly expanded 
Federal highway program particularly applying to the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways. In 1956 we testified 
before the Senate Finance Committee and the House Ways and Means 
Committee, making certain recommendations for financing this pro- 
gram. When the bills were fin: ally reported out the American Auto- 
mobile Association was very active in support of this legislation. 
That support was without reservation. 

For several years the AAA has yet the view, as a matter 
of basic policy, that this vital system should be completed in a period 
of not more than 15 years. That was our position when the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956 was enacted into law. We still believe 
it is distinctly in the national interest that this system should be com- 
pleted as expeditiously as possib le. We also believe that the schedule 
of authorizations prov ided for in title I of the act of 1956 should be 
maintained as a minimum for at least the next 3 fiscal years, that is, 
1960, 1961, and 1962 

We recognize, of course, that the increase in the cost estimate as 
reported to Congress in January will necessitate an increase in an- 
nual expenditures if the 15-year completion date is maintained. Yet 
we also believe that for the fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962 the $2.2 
billion as authorized in the act of 1956 is perhaps as much as most 
States can efficiently absorb. We point out that this amount with 
regular prim: iy, secondary, and urban funds will total something 
in excess of $3 billion per year in Federal aon It appears now that 
Interstate System funds obligated f for fiscal 1959 will approximately 
equal the amount authorized in the act of 1956, or $2 billion. 

By the time the fiscal years 1963 1964, and 1965 come up for con- 
sideration, the results of the section 210 study and information from 
the Illinois road test will be available to Congress, as well as the sec- 
ond reestimate of financial needs on the Interstate System as pro- 
vided for in the act. Certainly by that time highway department ca- 
pacity will be adequate and financing problems at the State level will 
have been met so that a larger program could be handled if that is 
deemed advisable. 

Presumedly the section 210 study will provide the most complete 
and comprehensive information ever available to Congress concerning 
the equities involved in the assessment of highway user taxes at the 
Federal level, as well as benefits accruing to other than highway users. 

It seems to us that it should be possible then for Congress to make 
a realistic approach to the additional cost factor and to other related 
matters, as a basis for decisions regarding changes in financing. 

There are, of course, immediate problems arising out of an incom- 
patibility between title I and title II of the act of 1956. We believe 
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that the provisions set forth in section 209 (g) of title IT of the act 
of 1956 should be repealed immediately, thereby giving necessary lati- 
tude in meeting the financial problems of the fiscal years 1960, 1961, 
and 1962 which the C ongress will face during this current session. 
That such latitude was contempl: ited by the Congress is clear when 
reference is made to section 209 (b) of title II of the act of 1956 and 
further developed in section 209 (f) 1 and 2 

At its annual meeting in Phoenix, Ariz., in November of 1957, AAA 
delegates objected to the use of trust fund moneys for any other pur- 
pose than actual highway construction with the single exception of the 
necessary administrative costs of the Bureau of Public Roads, which 
has been traditional, since the inception of Federal aid for highways. 

The association, therefore, protests the recommendations of the 
administration to tap the highway trust fund for some $68 million 
annually for administr: ative costs in the Labor Department, the Treas- 
ury Department, for financing forest roads, and gasoline tax exemp- 
tion for air transportation. We believe the record is clear that such 
proposals were not the intent of Congress when the act of 1956 was 
passed. 

At its annual meeting in 1957 the American Automobile Associa- 
tion expressed strong opposition to the use of Federal or State high- 
way funds for reimbursement to any utilities, public or private, for 
the relocation of their facilities whenever located on the public rights- 
of-way by sufferance. The Federal Highway Act of 1956 is an open 
invitation to the utility companies to seek reimbursement laws from 
State legislatures, thus making possible the use of Federal funds to the 
extent of the 90 percent matching ratio for such reimbursement on 
the Interstate System. The utilities have been very active in the 
States during the past 2 years and were successful in varying degree 
in some 17 States. U ndoubtedly they will continue their ¢ ampaign 
in coming State legislative sessions unless this loophole is p lugged at 
this session of Congress. What the cost will be in those 17 States in 
which they have already been successful and what it could ultimate sLy 
be if no action is taken, no one can accur ately estimate, but it cer- 
tainly will run into millions of dollars. It . a that this 
money could be used to much better purpose in building highways, 
particularly in view of the financial problems coudeeiting the high- 
way program. 

For many years the American Automobile Associ: ition hi as urged 
adequate State legislation to protect the roadsides of the Nation’s high- 
way system from unregulated commercial development. This basic 
position was reiterated by the AA A’s executive committee, meeting in 
Washington late in January of 1958. The association believes that the 
principles set forth in the bill introduced by Senator Kuchel—sS. 
3218—are sound and urge their incorporation into the Federal High- 
way Act. Theine entive prov ided in that bill is certainly not excessive. 
We believe if enacted into law it will encourage the States to pass pro- 
tective legislation for the Interstate System. 

We wish to direct the attention of this subcommittee and the Con- 
gress to the need for codification of the Federal highway statutes. 
Senator Case has introduced a measure—S. 3151—which we commend 
to your earnest consideration. ‘This is an extremely important work- 
horse kind of legislation which is badly needed and if enacted will 
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greatly help not only the Department of Commerce and the Bureau of 
Public Roads, but the several States in dealing with problems of high- 
way administration which will be so import: unt during the next 15 
years. 

While perhaps not within the purview of this subcommittee, the 
American Automobile Association is concerned with the problem of 
bridge clearance over navigable waters in the United States. This 
matter is dealt with in a bill, S. 149, introduced by Senator Chavez, 
the purposes of which the AAA support as a matter of basic policy. 
In view of the fact that the Bureau of Public Roads estimates that a 
minimum of some 750 bridges will be built over navigable waters in the 
next 20 years, this becomes a matter of deep concern to our membership. 

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize that while we fee] some per- 
fecting changes are in order, the American Automobile Association 
believes that the Highway Act of 1956 is the most constructive piece of 
highway legislation since the enactment of the original Federal-Aid 
Act. We wish to: again compliment the members of this « ommitte e both 
for the fine work they did in getting this legislation enacted and for 
keeping c lose check on the progress of the entire program. 

Senator Gore. I notice you uphold the aversions from the trust fund. 

Mr. Ryxken. Yes,sir. 

Senator Gore. What would be the position of the American Auto- 
mobile Association with respect to a proposal to dedicate to the high- 
way trust fund all revenues from highway user taxes ¢ 

Mr. Ryxxken. Senator Gore, we have no position on that. It is a 
new proposal. I make this point, however, that if you repeal the 
so-called Byrd amendment and provide sufficient leeway to the Con- 
gress to deal with the fiscal years of 1960, 1961, and 1962 then I believe, 
that when the next three fiscal years come up, with the information 
available, you will be in a strong position to attack this whole question 
of the equities of taxation in this affair on a much sounder basis. I 
think that for the fiscal vears 1960, 1961, and 1962, the 2.2 bill plus 
the ABC funds will perh: ups be as much as the highw: ay departments, 
all of them, might efficiently use. 

Now, that is subject to question, of course. But I would not believe 
that we could take the position that we should now put everything into 
the trust fund without first having the benefit of the very comprehen- 
sive studies that were directed by Congress dealing with the equities 
of this whole matter of highway users taxes. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ? 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to say, Mr. Rykken, I appreciate the reference in your 
statement to the bill, S. 3151, that I introduced, which has to do with 
codification of highway statutes. I think your term there, a work- 
horse kind of legislation, perhaps is very apt. I know that I find 

when I want to run back to find what is permitted under existing law, 
you have to run through a number of different statutes and then vou 
have to run to the amendments. I do think we ought to get at that. 

When we have taken care of our 1958 Highway Act, I think we 
ought to proceed to the codification as the President recommended, 
and I appreciate your comment on that. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Kuchel ? 
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Senator Kucuen. Well, Mr. Chairman, I want to say, Mr. Rykken, 
I particularly appreciate ‘the fact that your association saw fit, quite 
on your own, to approve the bill which I introduced with respect to 
incentive payments to States to regulate the use to which property 
may be put along the interstate highways in accordance with the 
national policy. That bill is the product of my staff and my working 
together since the end of the last session, and I frankly feel ‘that there 
is an excellent chance that this committee would approve it, and that 
the Senate would approve it, and that it can withstand the opposition 
of some and still receive congressional approval. I am most grateful 
that your organization saw fit to endorse my proposal. 

Mr. Ryxxen. Thank you very much, Senator. We have a deep 
interest in that, of course, and have hed for many years, and we 
believe that the principles of your bill, if incorporated in the act, will 
go a long way in accomplishing the objectives that I think we are all 
interested in. 

Senator Gore. The hearings today, and hereafter, will include in 
the subject matter the bill offered by Senator Kuchel and the bill 
introduced by Senator Neuberger. The notice, I believe, went out 
today, Senator, that the bill you introduced would be included in 
these hearings. 

Senator Revercomb ? 

Senator Revercomep. No questions. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you very much for your appearance. The 
committee appreciates your interest in the highway legislation and the 
highway problems. 

Mr. Ryxxen. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be adjourned until 2 p. m. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 02 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

,efore coming to the business of the hearing this afternoon the Chair 
would like to call attention to a letter of which we are now in receipt 
from A. E. Johnson, executive secretary of the American Association 
of State Highway Officials. I will incorporate this in the record. 

I would like to call atention to the fact that Mr. Johnson reports, 
after having made a survey of all the States, that two States are al- 
ready out of Interstate Highway funds. It also reports that 26 States 
will have exhausted their present interstate apportionments by Janu- 
ary 1, next, which, as you know, Senator Goldwater, is just halfway 
of the fiscal year. Nine other States w ull ™ ave exhausted their current 
apportionments by the end of the fiscal ye 

So it would appear that, from this ev eames that the slowup which 
would result from the projected program will be more severe than I 
had calculated. 

Without objection, the telegram which Mr. Johnson sent to the 

various State highway departments and his letter to me compiling 
the information which he received as a sponsor thereto and the com- 
pilation will appear at this point in the record. 
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(The letter and compilation are as follows :) 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
February 25, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Roads, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR GORE: In compliance with your request to this office of February 
19, we wish to supply the following that was furnished directly from the chief 
administrative officers of the State highway departments: 

(1) Two States are out of Federal interstate funds at this time. Seven more 
States will have exhausted their interstate apportionments by July 1, 1958. 
Twenty-six States will have exhausted their present interstate apportionments 
by January 1, 1959. Nine States will have exhausted their current apportion- 
ments by July 1, 1959, which is the end of the fiscal year for which the latest 
current apportionment was made. 

The above indicates 44 States are up to schedule on obligating interstate funds. 
Four States will have exhaused 1959 interstate apportionments by July 1, 1960, 
and one State will do so by September 1, 1960. The law, and a very important 
part of the law, makes the 1959 funds available for obligation until July 1, 1961. 

(2) All of the States are geared to build the interstate program in the 13-year 
authorized program as contained in title I of the act of 1956. 

(3) Forty-three States advise that they can do the job in a shorter length of 
time. Five States cannot due to the lack of matching funds. One State advises 
that they probably could gear up to do the job in a shorter period of time. 

You will note here that 43 of the 49 highway departments are not only geared 
up to do the job in the 13-year period but advise that they can do it in a shorter 
period. 

(4) Twenty-six States advise that they can use additional interstate funds 
during the 1958 calendar year period for a total of $1.26 billion. Twenty-three 
States advise that they cannot use additional interstate funds this current calen- 
dar year mainly due to the lack of matching funds. 

(5) Thirty-two States advise that a delay of Federal-aid road-fund apportion- 
ments until December in accordance with the present plan of the Bureau of 
Public Roads will cause a definite slowdown in the road program. Seventeen 
departments indicate that the December apportionment will not slow down their 
program. 

(6) Forty-six of the States favor an increase in ABC funds, but due to the 
larger matching ratio on the part of the States sometime would probably be re- 
quired for them to get their financial arrangements in order for the additional 
funds if they are much above those currently being considered by the Congress. 

The annual incremental increases of $25 million a year for the ABC funds can 
and will be matched by the State highway departments. 

Three States advise that they do not favor a sizable increase in ABC funds 
because of their matching situation. 

We hope that this information will be of service to the committee, and this 
office stands ready to gather such data as you may desire in working with the 
Federal road program. 

Yours very truly, 
A. E. Jounson, Evrecutive Secretary. 
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Federal interstate funds 











| ! | | 
| How much | Will De- 
| | | more cember 
| Areyou| Could | money | appor- | Do you 
Date out geared to} you do | could you | tionment | favor an 
Date State received information | of 1959 } original | jobina | obligate | cause a | increase 
funds | 13-year | shorter in 1958 | slow- in ABC 
| program?) period? | over pres- | downin | funds? 
ent appor-| your 
| tionment? State? 
tele cniemimcaliaiataatiipdesimiad oe 8) idk etnenancth -|— 
Alabama, Feb. 21, 1958__-- ...| Dec. 31,1958 | Yes__._.| Yes.___-| None | Yes__...| Yes. 
Arizona, Feb. 24, 1958_.._..- ‘ | June 30,1958 | Yes....-| No-.- a) None | Yes_...-| Yes. 
Arkansas, Feb. 20, 1958___.__--- 4 Now | Yes-_-. I a ieee tie oes Yes. 
California, Feb. 21, 1958- Mar. 31, 1958 | Yes.....| Yes...-- 280, 000,000 | Yes...--| (4). 
Colorado, Feb. 20, 1958 stand June —, 1959 | Yes.....| Yes.....} 5,000,000 | Yes... .- | Yes 
Connecticut, Feb. 25, 1958.......-.| Jan. 1,1959 | Yes.....| Yes_..-..| None | Yes......| Yes. 
Delaware, Feb. 24, 1958___- Sept. 1,1958 | Yes_- | Yes... None | No.__-..| Yes. 
District of Columbia, Feb. 25, 1958 Os. LB 1 ¥e.~<..1 T<-. 15, 000,000 | Yes_....| Yes. 
Florida, Feb. 21, 1958___- Jan. 1,1959 | Yes....- : ee. None | (2)_......| Yes. 
Georgia, Feb. 21, 1958 ....| July 1,1958 | Yes..... Yes.......1159 ooo’ ooo |}¥@8-----| Yes. 
Idaho, Feb. 21, 1958__.. ‘ Nov. 1,1959 | Yes a eee None | No...--- Yes. 
Illinois, Feb. 24, 1958__- -| Aug. 1,1958 | Yes By 76, 000,000 | Yes_....! Yes. 
Indiana, Feb. 21, 1958.....--- July 1,1959 | Yes.....| Yes... None | No..----.} Yes 
Iowa, Feb. 21, 1958____- | Dec. 31,1958 | Yes-_-- Yes___.-| 39,000,000 | Yes_.--- | Yes. 
Kansas, Feb. 21, 1958 ‘ a July 1,1959 | Yes.....| Yes.....| 5,000,000 | Yes__...| Yes. 
Kentucky, Feb. 21, 1958____-- Dec. 31,1958 | Yes.....) Yes-.- None | No..-.--- | Yes. 
Louisiana, Feb. 21, 1958 . do_. Yes es 15, 000, 000 | No__.....| Yes. 
Maine, Feb. 24, 1958 : June 30,1959 | Yes.....| Yes__- None | (4) Yes. 
Maryland, Feb. 20, 1958 .--| Mar. 28,1958 | Yes....-| Yes_..--|150, 000,000 | Yes....-| Yes 
Massachusetts, Feb. 24, 1958 a June 15,1958 | Yes.....| Yes_.--.| 75,000,000 | Yes_..._.| No 
Michigan, Feb. 21, 1958_- = Aug. 1,1958 |} Yes.. Yes... 54, 000,000 | Yes_....| Yes 
Minnesota, Feb. 21, 1958 | June 30,1960 | Yes_-- ven. None (8) | Yes. 
Mississippi, Feb. 20, 1958 | Dec. 1,1958 | Yes.-- > ee None | No--- -| No.? 
Missouri (letter) Feb. 24, 1958 duly. 1,100 | Yea.....} Yes... 26, 000, 000 | Yes...--| Yes 
Montana, Feb. 21, 1958 _-- ----| June 30,1959 | Yes... No... None | No..-.-- No. 
Nebraska (letter) Feb. 24, 1958_- Sept. 1,1960 | Yes_....| Yes_-- None | No..----| Yes. 
Nevada, Feb. 21, 1958 Dec. 31,1958 | Yes.- WessGed 5, 000, 000 | No._..-.| Yes 
New: Hampshire, Feb. 20, 1958 Dec. 1,1958 | Yes Ws cine | None | Yes.....| Yes 
New Jersey, Feb. 24, 1958 ‘ eee. Ip OE WOR onasl, Bcc! (?) Yes.....| Yes.® 
New Mexico, Feb. 21, 1958 Sept. 1,1958 | Yes... Yes. 15, 000,000 | Yes_...-| Yes 
New York, Feb. 21, 1958 Oct. 1,1958 | Yes Yes 106, 000, 000 | Yes...-- | Yes. 
North Carolina, Feb. 21, 1958 Nov. 1,1958 | Yes- 78... 20, 000,000 | Yes.....| Yes.10 
North Dakota, Feb. 20, 1958___ Dec. ,1958 | Yes__. Yes... 12, 000,000 | Yes.....| Yes. 
Ohio, Feb. 24, 1958 Now | Yes... Yes 25, 000,000 | Yes_....| Yes. 
Oklahoma, Feb. 21, 1958 Aug. 1,1958 | Yes Yes 20, 000, 000 | Yes } (11) 
Oregon (letter) Feb. 24, 1958 Dec. 31,1958 | Yes (3) None | No...-...| Yes. 
Pennsylvania (telephone) Feb. 21, do Shs Fe 75, 000,000 | Yes_..-.| Yes 
1958 
Rhode Island, Feb. 20, 1958 Nov. 1,1958 | Yes Teen 11, 000,000 | Yes._.-.| Yes. 
South Carolina, Feb. 20, 1958... Dec. 1,1958 | Yes yen: None | No....-..| Yes. 
South Dakota, Feb. 21, 1958 June 30,1959 | Yes_.- Te a. None | Yes__...| Yes. 
Tennessee, Feb. 20, 1958 July 1,1958 | Yes No 25, 000,000 | Yes_....| Yes. 
lexas (letter) Feb. 21, 1958 Dec. 31,1958 | Yes.-. Yes 50, 000,000 | Yes.....} (9). 
Utah, Feb. 24, 1958 .do C= Yes_..--| 20,000,000 | No....-.| Yes. 
Vermont (letter) Feb. 24, 1958 July 1,1958 | Yes No.. 20, 000, 000 | Yes_....| Yes. 
Virginia, Feb. 21, 1958_ __ .| Dec. 1,1958 | No.}3_. Mtaieue None | No-_..--} ('4). 
Washington, Feb. 24, 1958__. ...| Sept. 1,1958 | Yes.....| Yes... 23, 000,000 | Yes.....| Yes. 
West Virginia, Feb. 21, 1958__. Dec. 31,1959 | Yes__- es se None | No.--- Yes. 
Wisconsin, Feb. 21, 1958__- ‘ July 1,1959 | Yes... weeusi; None | No-...-..| Yes. 
Wyoming, Feb. 21, 1958 Sept. 1,1958 | Yes... Tis (15) Yes.....| Yes. 





1 No objection. 

2 Not this year. 

3 Probably. 

* Possibly. 

5 Administrative problem, Governor’s message Oct. 1. 
® Not on interstate. 

7 Question of available matching funds. 

All, no answers on account of State funds 

* Legislative advance necessary. 

10 If it does not impede interstate. 

1! Not necessary. 

"2 Present Fallon-Chavez bill. 

8.16 year. 

4 Favors increases in accord with AASHO policy. 
15 40 percent more. 
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Senator Gore. I would like now, as we begin the hearing on the 
Arizona situation to incorporate in the record a telegram from Gov. 
Ernest McFarland, which I will read: 


A delegation from Arizona will appear before your subcommittee in regard to 
highways in our State. I am definitely of the opinion that there should be a 
relaxation of the law and the rules in regard to bypassing of cities and towns 
in the Western States. The situation here in the open spaces of the West is 
different from in the East. I personally feel that we should not have bypassing 
of cities and towns by interstate highways except with the consent of State 
officials and the communities concerned. States should not be pressured by Fed- 
eral Government to bypass communities. Federal Government does not main- 
tain the highways. It only assists in building. States should not have to main- 
tain dual road systems the cost of which might become prohibitive in Arizona. 

I would greatly appreciate your consideration of the representation made by 
the Arizona delegation. 

Kind regards. 

ERNEST W. MCFARLAND, 
Governor of Arizona. 


I have other telegrams and letters here which I would like to put in 


the record. 
(The letters and telegrams are as follows :) 


Senator ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Re your hearing Monday, February 24, the Grants, Western Valencia County, 
Chamber of Commerce wishes to reiterate its stand on principles of highway 
bypass taken before your subcommittee hearing in Albuquerque December 9. 
Please place this message in the record in lieu of our personal appearance. We 
also wish it known that we are in full accord with the Arizona delegation appear- 
ing in Washington on highways. We do not believe that present policies on 
interstate highway construction apply to southwestern municipalities where 
highways are lifelines. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GRANTS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By JAMES BARBER. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
February 24, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Public Roads Subcommittee of Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: In accordance with the request of the chamber of com- 
merce of Grants, N. Mex., and western Valencia County, N. Mex., I am enclosing 
copy of a telegram they have sent me in regard to their stand in interstate 
highways bypassing communities, 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON. 


CHAMBER OF COM MERCE, 
GRANTS AND WESTERN VALENCIA COUNTY, 
Grants, N. Mcwv., February 21, 1958. 
Hon. CLinton P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We are in full accord with Arizona delegation being received by Senator Gore, 
Monday, February 24. Our stand on bypassing of communities has not changed. 
Appreciate your expressing our views and advising us outcome of hearing on 
Monday. 

JAMES BARBER. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 21, 1958. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Senate Public Works Comniittee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: I will appreciate your causing the record of your hearing 
next week to reflect my opposition to the bypassing of cities and towns, because 
I feel a great many of them are completely dependent upon the revenue derived 
from the traveling public. 

Additionally, please incorporate in your records the following telegram which 
I have received from James Barber, the chamber of commerce of Grants and 
western Valencia County, N. Mex.: “We are in full accord with Arizona dele- 
gation being received by Senator Gore, Monday, February 24. Our stand on 
bypassing of communities has not changed. Appreciate your expressing our 
views and advising us outcome of hearing on Monday.” 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN J. Dempsey, Member of Congress. 


SALT LAKE City, UTAn, February 17, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE MCNICHOLS, 
Governor, State of Colorado, 
State Capitol, Denver, Colo.: 

Hearing on superhighway program will be held February 18 to 28, inelusive, 
in Senate, believe it would be desirable if western governors would submit 
strong resolution supporting a speedup of construction rather than stretchout. 

GEORGE I. CLYDE, 
Governor of Utah. 


SANTE Fe, N. Mex., February 19, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE MCNICHOLS, 
Governor of Colorado, Mayflower IIotel: 
Reurtel, N. Mex., desires all possible speed in construction of Interstate High- 
way System. 
Regards and best wishes. 
Ep MECHEM, 
Governor of New Mewvico. 


PHOENIX, Ariz., February 19, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE MCNICHOLS, 
Governor of Colorado, care Mayflower Hotel: 

Unemployment has increased in Arizona. I think more highway work would 
be of great advantage, both from standpoint of building more roads and provid- 
ing employment. 

Regards. 

HRNEST W. MCFARLAND, 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE MCNICHOLS, 
Governor of Colorado, Mayflower Hotel: 

Reurtel, please be advised that Wyoming Highway Department is definitely 
committed to progress with the Interstate Highway System as designated in 
the 1956 act. 

Regards. 

MILWARD L. SIMPSON. 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE MCNICHOLS, 
Governor of Colorado, Mayflower Hotel: 
It is California’s position with regard to financing the construction of the 
Interstate Highway System that the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, which 
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contemplates completion of the program in 13 years, is satisfactory as enacted 
that it should not be amended in any major particular; and further, that Con- 
gress should be urged to approve the estimate of cost as now submitted by the 
several States that the 1959-60 apportionment can be made and so that we 
can get on with the work. In light of economic conditions any delay or major 
change at this time is not advisable. You may feel free to read this telegram 
to the Senate Subcommittee on Public Roads. 
Cordially, 
YOODWIN J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 


HELENA, Mont., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. STeEvE McNICHOLAS, 
Governor of Colorado, 
Care of Mayflower Hotel: 
Montana Highway Department favors continuing highway program on present 
13-year plan with existing mileages. 
J. HuGo Aronson, Governor. 


CARSON City, NEv., February 18, 1958. 
Gov. STEvE McNICHOLS, 
Mayflower Hotel: 
Speedup of construction of Interstate Highway System essential. Would aid 
employment at a time when needed. 
CHARLES H. RUSSELL, 
Governor of Nevada. 


DENVER, CoLo., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. Steve McNIcHOLs, 
Governor of Colorado, 
Care of Mayflower Hotel: 

Have just received telegrams in support your testimony as follows: 

From Gov. Robert D. Holmes, Oregon: 

“TI would greatly appreciate if you would be my spokesman and would like to 
join you on your appearance before the Senate Subcommittee on Public Roads in 
urging a speedier program rather than a lingering one.” 

From Gov. Albert D. Rosellini, Washington: 

“Have just instructed William A. Bugge, my director of highways, who is 
appearing before the same Senate subcommittee in Washington, D. C., to contact 
you immediately to discuss this State’s position regarding Interstate Highway 
construction program.” 

L. Don DaIty, 
Executive Assistant. 


WILLIAMS-GRAND CANYON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Williams, Ariz., February 19, 1958. 
Hon. Senator Gore, 
Senate Subcommittee on Roads, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

SENATOR GorE: Attached is a resolution made February 6 by the board of direc- 
tors of the Williams-Grand Canyon Chamber of Commerce. 

Williams, along with many communities in Arizona, is greatly concerned over 
the possibility of the new Federal Interstate Highway System bypassing our 
towns. 

We are sending Glenn Irvin, our chamber president, to Washington to be present 
for the hearings on the Interstate Highway System. 

Our resolution contains the views of business people in Williams and we wish 
it to be placed on record and given consideration by the subcommittee of the 
Senate Public Works Committee. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. Marcaret L. Wrigut, Manager. 
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RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved, That the board of directors of the Williams-Grand Canyon 
Chamber of Commerce file a formal protest with the Senate Subcommittee on 
Roads concerning the bypassing of towns along U.S. Highway 66. 

Whereas the people of northern Arizona and the town of Williams in par- 
ticular, feel that the different States and sections of the Nation have problems 
and conditions which are not alike. 

Whereas many sections of the country are heavily populated, northern Arizona 
has a condition which does not correspond to that in many of the eastern and 
midwestern sections of the country : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Williams-Grand Canyon Chamber of Commerce along with 
other communities along U. 8. Highway 66 declare our policy to be in opposi- 
tion to and bypassing of established communities by the new Interstate Highway 
or the limiting of access to such highways by established businesses between 
communities ; be it further 

Resolved, That having in mind the difference in economic status of northern 
Arizona as compared to other sections of the country, that the Public Law 627 
be amended in respect to standards, agreement relating to use of and access 
rights-of-way, completion of Interstate Highway System and public hearings. 

G. W. IRVIN, 


President, Williams-Grand Canyon Chamber of Commerce, Williams, 
Ariz. 


Dated February 17, 1958. 


Senator Gorn. Senator Goldwater, the committee is very pleased 
and honored to have you present along with some distinguished citi- 
zens from Arizona and Tennessee. The committee will be pleased to 
have you make any statement you would like to submit at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BARRY GOLDWATER, SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ARIZONA 


Senator Gotpwater. Well, thank you, Senator Gore. 

At the outset, on behalf of the Arizona delegation, I want to thank 
you for your courtesy in setting this meeting up and hearing these 
men who have come many miles to give you their experiences on this 
matter. 

Off the record ? 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Senator Gotpwatrer. Now, Mr. Chairman, I don’t intend to take 
much time of the committee because these men have come from Arizona 
and want to give this to you firsthand. I just want to set this up, if 
I might. 

In the Federal Highway Act of 1956, subsection (c) section 116, 
states: 


Public hearings, any State highway department which submits plans for a 
Federal-aid highway. project involving the bypassing of or going through any 
city, town, or village, either incorporated or unincorporated, shall certificate 
to the Commissioner of Public Roads that it has had public hearings or has 
offered the opportunity for such hearings and has considered the economic effects 
of such a location, provided that if such hearings have been held, a copy of the 
transcript of said hearings shall be submitted to the Commissioner of Public 
Roads together with a certification. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, we have studied the legislative history of this 
act and I must say at the outset that the legislative intent regarding 
bypassing is not as clear as I think we might have made it during 
debate. 
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Those of us in the West, you will recall, were concerned with this 
bypass problem but we felt that with the language incorporated here 
in the law we were protected. Now we find that the Bureau of Public 
Roads is taking quite a different stand to what I feel and others feel 
is the intent of this subsection of section 116. 

Senator Gore. I might point out, Senator Goldwater, that the dis- 
tinguished Senator, a neighbor of yours, chairman of the Senate 
Public Works Committee, Senator Chavez, was author of this provi- 
sion requiring hearings in the event, or the affording of an oppor- 
tunity for a hearing in the event of bypassing. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Knowing that, Mr. Chairman, and I thank 
you for calling it to my attention, I wired Senator Chavez to get his 
understanding of that subsection and he wired me. I won't read the 
entire wire but I would like to have it made a part of the record. 

Senator Gore. It will be. 

(The telegram is as follows:) 

ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mex., September 23, 1957. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senator, 
Phoenia, Ariz.: 

Under law the highway commissions decide alinement of proposed routes. 
Bureau of Public Roads only approves or disapproves same. Understand Bureau 
of Public Roads will set up certain regulations with regard to public hearings 
on bypass provision. Will introduce legislation to clarify and strengthen bypass 
provision when Congress convenes. Will take under advisement request for 
hearings. Suggest also that you advise Mr. Tallamy of your position in this 
matter. 

DENNIS CHAVEZ. 

Senator Gotpwater. It has become obvious to us in the West where, 
mind you, the problem is entirely different than in the East, that the 
Bureau of Public Roads is adopting what in my opinion is a rather 
bureaucratic attitude toward the Western States and their problems. 

Now, they came to Phoenix and we held a large hearing at the 
highway commission back in November, and they said in effect that 
they would listen to the State highway’s recommendations on aline- 
ment of roads. I believe the State highway department have wisely 
made a test case immediately in which they suggested the alinement 
of several roads, one of the most important ones being the road which 
would bypass one of our major resort communities by nearly 40 miles. 

The Bureau of Public Roads, it is my understanding, came back 
disapproving the highway commission’s recommendations. So, we 
have a rightful concern in the West, lest this Bureau completely domi- 
nate our road systems and road leads in the West for the overall road 
needs of the entire United States. 

There are many places in the West where you can drive, as you 
know, a hundred or more miles between communities. The municipal- 
ities that have been built, say on Highway 66, like Holbrook, Winslow, 
Wilhams, and Kingman, depend to a major degree for their support 
from the tourist travel and the cars that pass through both ways. 

To have these communities at their present economic level and 
their present state of growth bypassed would, in my opinion, work a 
hardship on them. I don’t think there is any question but the day 
will come when these communities are, say, a population density of 
25,000 or more, where they probably will want to be bypassed. But at 
the present time, to bypass the communities that are interested in 
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Arizona would, in my opinion, work an economic hardship in that they 
would find difficulty getting over their coming years of growth. 

Senator Gore. May I point to one other provision w hich I believe 
was offered jointly by Senator Kerr and me. At least I know the 
two of us had a hand in formulating it. That provision requires the 
Bureau of Roads to give equal consideration to traffic of a through, 
national character, and traflie which can be described, perhaps, more 
local in nature. 

Are you familiar with that ? 

Senator Gorpwarer. Yes; I am aware of that. That is the farm- 
to-market type of road in the State. Isn’t that what you are refer- 
ring to? 

Senator Gorr. Just a minute and let me find it. 

On page 12 of the act: 

Insofar as possible in consonance with this objective, existing highways located 
on interstate routes shall be used to the extent that such use.is practicable, suit- 
able, and feasible; it is the intent that local needs to the extent practicable, 
suitable, and feasible shall be given equal consideration with the needs of inter- 
state commerce. 

In other words, when you refer to the intent of Congress here, the 
intent is spelled out rather specifically. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Well, that only adds to our concern about 
the Bureau’s attitude toward the alinement of roads in the Far West 
in that from what I have seen of it I am not convinced that they are 
taking the full meaning of the legislative, the congressional, intent as 
they try to determine the routes to be followed by the Interstate 
System. That is our concern. 

We feel that if they would follow the law they would follow the 
legislative intent, that the western communities would have no ground 
toargueon. But we don’t feel that that is happening. 

Now, Mr. Ch: airman, I have a prepared statement here that I would 
like to have put in the record, just in the interest of saving time. 

There is one other point that I wanted to bring out, and ‘this only 
came to my attention today, that the latest map coming from the 
Bureau of Public Roads, routes to be added to the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways, October 17, 1957, shows the 
ones across Arizona to be straightened out, but, for instance, in 

Nevada, Highway 40, present Highway 40, follows a rather snakelike 
route ac ross the State as it does today. 

I believe up there they have taken cognizance of the needs of those 
communities. The same is true about western New Mexico. Now, 
we only ask that the Bureau of Public Roads be 100 percent. in their 
application of what the law intends. 

I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, that my statement be made a 
part of the record. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Senator Goldwater’s prepared statement is as follows:) 

Mr. Chairman, last fall, when I was in Arizona, representatives of numerous 
communities contacted me expressing their grave concern over the impact of 
the new Federal Interstate Highway program upon their respective areas. 

The question posed by each seemed always to be concerned with one basic 
issue: What will the economic effect be upon my community if the standards 


for controlled access and bypassing under the Highway Act of 1956 are rigidly 
enforced in Arizona? 


22769—58——26 
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In our State, as the pavement stretches through uninhabited areas for mile 
after mile, the traveler observes a number of trading posts, small businesses, 
which have sprung up on the highway and which serve the motorists’ needs. 
They depend for their existence solely upon the tourists they serve. A sub- 
stantial portion of their income depends upon the sale of many thousands of 
items which are not absolutely essential to the feeding, housing, and travel 
needs of the tourists. Such sales, for the most part, depend upon the sug- 
gestibility of roadside advertising. Hundreds of thousands of dollars are spent 
each year in this manner for Indian arts and crafts, souvenir items, and other 
articles of merchandise, which would not by themselves attract tuorists off the 
interstate, high-speed highways. 

A great number of hardy businesses are now threatened with extinction be- 
cause of the elimination of access to them which is now proposed. Taken as 
a whole, a great segment of Arizona industry is threatened. 

There is another problem of major substance. Many parts of Arizona have 
large ranches, often intersected by our major United States highways. Due to 
sparse rainfall, the watering of stock on these ranches must be accomplished in 
the few places water can be found. This frequently requires the movement of 
such stock across roads or the delivery of water across highways for the animals. 

Other large ranches grow great quantities of perishable commodities which 
must be furnished access to highway transportation. In many cases, because of 
sparse population and few roads, the interstate highways are depended upon 
for transportation. Now, if we not only bisect these ranches, but also deny the 
farmer access afterward, it seems to me that an unreasonable hardship has 
been imposed. The imposition of this hardship becomes unpardonable when it 
is found that by careful planning and foresight, taking these problems into 
consideration, it could be avoided entirely. 

For these and other reasons, I arranged several meetings between State and 
Federal highway people in Arizona, in hopes that what seemed to be irrecon- 
cilable differences might be resolved. It became apparent at those meetings 
that many of the problems which we discussed might better be discussed at the 
national level, and therefore it was my thought that, if we had some prominent 
members of Arizona communities before this committee, these problems might 
be explained and solutions for them sought. 

Today, we are fortunate in having with us several members of key communi- 
ties in Arizona, who have been elected as spokesmen for their respective areas. 
I am hopeful that their testimony will elicit a fruitful analysis and speedy 
solution to the difficulties which are of such grave concern to us Arizonians. 

It gives me great pleasure to welcome State Senators J. Morris Richards and 
Ben Arnold; Mr. James Glancy, member of the house of representatives, from 
Kingman, Ariz.: Mayor Ray Peterson, of Casa Grande, Ariz.: Mr. G. W. Irvin, 
president of the Williams, Ariz., Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Bill Weeks, presi- 
dent of the Roundup Club in Wickenburg, Ariz.; Mr. A. C. Whiting and Mr. 
E. I. Whiting, of Holbrook, Ariz.; William Coxgon, Arizona Motel Association ; 
and Arizona State Highway Commissioners Reay, Bugg, and Quinn before this 
committee, and I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for making it possible for 
them to testify here today. 


Senator Gotpwatrer. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce 
to you State Senator J. Morris Richards, of Winslow, Ariz., who is 
sort of acting as chairman of this group, and he in turn will introduce 
the other members who will make their statements. 

Senator Gore. The committee is very happy and honored to have 
you appear. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Senator Gotpwatrr. Mr. Chairman, before my remarks are con- 
cluded I would like to ask the Senator to have inserted in the record 
at this point several letters from Arizona communities who are unable 
to be represented here today, and a telegram—I believe I have one—in 
support of this movement today. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it isso ordered. 
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(The telegram and letters are as follows :) 


({Telegram] 


WicKENBURG, Ariz., February 28, 1958. 
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: We here cannot afford to send a Salomite to testify at the Senate 
subcommittee called to hear protest against bypassing under the Federal Inter- 
state Highway System; therefore, we have asked Wickenburg Roundup Club to 
assist in submitting our part of the story and register our protest against bypass- 
ing all local communities on Highways 60 and 70. The Salome-Wenden area 
has an asset valuation area of $3,560,750. Bypassing could wash it off the 
map. 

SALOME Lions CLup, 

W. D. Davis, President. 
VISAWE WOMAN’S CLUuB, 
JEAN Bratton, President. 
VETERANS Post, 

HAROLD PETTYGREW. 





MrsA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Mesa, Ariz., February 22, 1958. 
Hon. BArry GOLDWATER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: We are unable to send a representative to the 
hearing before the Public Roads Subcommittee of the Senate Public Works 
Committee, but the board of directors of the Mesa Chamber of Commerce has 
instructed me to present our views in this letter and ask you to present it to the 
subcommittee. 

The Mesa Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the relocation of highways and 
arbitrarily ignoring present traffic patterns, local needs and economic losses 
which the relocation would cause. 

As shown in the attached survey, Economic Impact of Possible Proposed Fed- 
eral Interstate Highway Route Changes on the Cities of Mesa, Coolidge, 
Florence, Ariz., the economic loss to these cities through relocation of the high- 
way would be $19,358,000 annually. As shown in the report, the “fringe” by pass- 
ing of these communities would add only 3 miles to the distance between Phoenix 
and Tucson. The report, incidentally, does not take into consideration the areas 
just outside the communities which have not yet been annexed. In the cuse of 
Mesa it takes into consideration only the 35 hotels, motels, and trailer vourts 
inside the city limits. It does not take into consideration the 102 hotels, motels, 
and trailer courts which are in the Mesa school district but outside the city 
limits, nor any of the other businesses outside the city limits. 

The proposed route completely ignores the needs and desires of the residents 
of an area with a population greater than the combined population of 5 of 
Arizona's 14 counties, namely: Graham, Greenlee, Mohave, Santa Cruz, and 
Yavapai, with the population of Mohave County left over. All these people 
would be served by a highway “fringe” bypassing them and would only add 3 
miles of travel, 

The Mesa Chamber of Commerce favors any legislation whieh will limit and 
prevent such arbitrary planning. We understand that you have received hun- 
dreds of letters from local residents backing our stand. 

Respectfully yours, 
Ervin H. ScHuttrz, Manuger. 





JREENLEE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 
February 18, 1958. 
In re: Yours of February 14, 1958. 
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DreAR Barry: Please be advised that on this problem of highway bypassing 
of our Arizona towns in mention or any others, it is our position that we do not 
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favor it where it can reasonably be prevented. Arizona is an open country State 
and these same towns which have so helped to pioneer the State and extended 
their facilities have ever been welcome by tourists and travelers. 

We also believe that the proposed bypassing of these towns will work an ir- 
reparable damage to the economy of the towns and serious threat to the economy 
of the State. 

We therefore ask you to cause to be read into the record our position in this 
matter and appreciate your efforts to do the best you can to further the best in- 
terests of these towns and State. 

Sincerely, 
Homer F. Emmons, Secretary. 


SAFFORD-GRAHAM COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Safford, Ariz., February 17, 1958. 
Senator Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: I hasten to answer your letter of February 14 rela- 
tive to our views concerning the bypass and controlled access provisions of the 
new Federal Interstate Highway System. 

The Graham County Highway 70 Association represents 92 business firms in 
Graham County, Ariz. In that respect it is the largest and most active chapter 
of the National U. S. 70 Association in the United States. 

At statewide meetings in Mesa on June 14, 1957, and in San Carlos on Septem- 
ber 24, 1957, we voiced our opposition to the efforts of other Arizona communi- 
ties seeking to designate U. S. 70, between Phoenix and Lordsburg, N. Mex., as a 
part of the new Federal Interstate System. 

By our efforts we succeeded in San Carlos in persuanding the convention 
to go on record as favoring the development of U. S. 70, between Phoenix and 
Lordsburg, as a top primary standard highway. 

The Safford Graham County Chamber of Commerce has made no Official an- 
nouncement of bypasses, but since the Graham County Highway 70 Association 
is an integral part of the chamber, the position of the chamber is in harmony 
with that of the 70 Association. 

The reasoning behind this position is one of fear and self-preservation. We 
are a small, remote, and isolated community, dependent, to an importnat ex- 
tent, on the tourist dollar to sustain our local underdeveloped economy. Roads 
are the heartline of the economic development of our county. A bypass, we believe 
will so seriously obstruct traffic and dollars to Graham County, that private 
programs to develop the area will be smothered and stagnated. 

Yours very truly, 
Ep Hart, Manager. 


DovuGLAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Douglas, Ariz., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Barry: Thanks very much for your letter of February 14 concerning the 
hearing before the Public Roads Subcommittee. 

Douglas is not directly affected by the Interstate Highway, but we are in 
sympathy with the communities who are affected and have long had a policy of 
supporting their view that public hearings should be held before a decision to 
bypass. We also feel that the access roads should be brought up to Bureau of 
Public Roads standards before the bypassing is started. 

Due to the necessity of spreading our efforts and our finances, we will not 
participate in the Washington hearings. 

Sincerely, 
CARLTON B. Crum, Manager. 
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WILLcox (ARIz.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
February 19, 1958. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United State Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Barry: Thank you for your letter of February 14, 1958. We certainly 
appreciate your interest and time and effort spent on trying to arrange an 
equitable solution for routing of the Interstate Highway in Arizona. 

On October 21, 1957, the Willcox Chamber of Commerce adopted the below 
resolution which I believe is representative of the feeling of the majority of 
Willcox citizens. Certainly it is the unanimous feeling that any bypass or truck 
route must be a controlled-access road with no businesses on it. 

Whereas the Arizona Highway Department is holding a public hearing in 
Willcox on October 23, 1957, on proposed improvements to State Highway 86 
including a proposed truck route or bypass around Willcox, 

And whereas there is a possibility that existing laws regarding such bypasses 
may be changed or amended by future legislation, 

And whereas the whole subject of proposed bypasses all over the State and 
even in other parts of the United States is a very controversial issue, and 

Whereas the present traffic count through Willcox does not warrant a bypass 
being built around Willcox at this time: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Willcox Chamber of Commerce go on record as not favoring 
a bypass being built around Willcox at this time or any other time until the flow 
of traffic becomes heavy enough to warrant such a bypass being constructed in 
order to adequately handle this increased traffic ; and be it further 

Resolved, That when and if it becomes necessary to build a bypass around Will- 
cox because of the increased flow of traffic, it be built on such a route as is marked 
on a map approved by the Willcox Chamber of Commerce membership which 
can generally and approximately be described as follows: From presently des- 
ignated route State Highway 86 from a point approximately 314 miles southwest 
of Willcox then passing about 1 mile northwest of Willcox between present high- 
school property and the cemetery to a point approximately at intersection of 
property known generally as Hines and Johnson’s corner proceeding back to 
existing State 86 at a point about 3 miles northeast of Wilcox; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Willcox Chamber of Commerce never approve a bypass 
around Willcox being constructed regardless of traffic flow unless the same sort 
of bypasses are constructed around the neighboring communities of San Simon, 
Bowie, and Benson and -constructed within the same year; and finally be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Willcox Chamber of Commerce be in favor of the Interstate 
Highway being built between the communities before construction of any 
bypasses. 

Again, we thank you for the good work you are doing for the State of Arizona 
as a whole. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Rex Emrice, Secretary-Manager. 


GLOBE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Globe, Ariz., February 21, 1958. 
Hon. BArry GOLDWATER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: Your kindness in requesting the views of our cham- 
ber on the subject of “controlled access and bypassing” is really appreciated. As 
we all know and agree, this facet of our interstate highway program has gener- 
ated much discussion, not only in the Globe-Miami area but throughout our great 
State. 

Our chamber’s thoughts on this subject are as follows: 

1. “Controlled access and bypassing” is essential now in those congested areas 
of high concentrated population where traffic flow must be maintained in accord- 
ance with the basic tenets of the interstate program. 

2. “Controlled access and bypassing” is a continuing element of the interstate 
system and must be constantly under study and surveillance. 

3. “Controlled access and bypassing” must be instituted in areas where and 
when it is definitely established by a reliable origin-determination traffic survey 
and other relevant data, that efficient and safe traffic flow is being adversely 
affected. 
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4. “Controlled access.and bypassing,” as measured by the yardstick stated in 
the preceding item 3 is unwarranted, unjustified, and not wanted in the Globe- 
Miami areas as of February 1958, nor by any other community for that matter, 
having similar conditions and characteristics. 

5. “Controlled access and bypassing” must be established in cooperation with 
local citizenry, the State highway department and the Bureau of Public Roads 
in accordance with the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, as well as 
currently or subsequently applicable State legislation. 

Our chamber believes the above points clearly demonstrate our analysis of this 
problem is objective and practical. However, it is rather difficult to avoid 
emotion in this matter particularly in view of the fact that tourism is a very 
important source of income in our community and copper has not recovered its 
health as yet. 

Once again, thanks very much for the opportunity you have given our chamber 
to present its thinking on this important subject. If we can be of service at any 
time, we will most certainly welcome your request. 

Cordially and sincerely, 
T. W. Sporert. General Manager. 


MIAMI CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Miami, Ariz., February 20, 1958. 


Re: Federal Highway Act of 1956 (H. R. 10660, S. 1048). 


Hon. Barry M. GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: We are pleased to quote you the following action 
taken by the board of directors of the Miami Chamber of Commerce, February 
19, 1958. This action is the result of deep concern about the above-named 
legislation. 

As the secretary-manager of the Miami Chamber of Commerce, the board of 
directors has instructed me to communicate their wishes to you, as shall be 
transcribed below : This I quote: 

“We, the Miami Chamber of Commerce board of directors, have taken the 
following action on this date, namely: That the Federal Highway Act of 1956 
be amended to read as follows: 

“‘* * * that officials and the Bureau of Public Roads, and officials and the 
State highway commission be instructed to act as follows: That they (officials and 
bureaus, and commission) take as mandate the decisions made by any munici- 
pality or duly elected or sworn officials of same, which is in any way directly, or 
indirectly affected by the questions of bypass or nonbypass or controlled access 
routes to any interstate system of highways, and that such decisions or mandate 
be followed without deviation, unless said municipality or duly elected or sworn 
representatives of same should subsequently submit any changes to said bureau 
or body. And that all such action be taken subsequently to any or all public 
hearing held in said municipality regarding the question.’ ” 

Further: We, the Miami Chamber of Commerce board of directors, deem such 
amendation action necessary in the light of the following reasons: 

1. The tourist industry in the State of Arizona contributed the round sum of 
$225 million to the economy of the State, in the year of 1957. 

2. In light of the fact that there is no adequate protective legislation for the 
local domestic copper market. 

3. Finally, in view of No. 2 above, were No. 1 above to be cut down, and there- 
by partially removed from the domestic economy of the State, any and all com- 
munities so affected, as well as the businesses and fortunes of thousands of 
taxpaying United States citizens, might just as well fold up and blow away. 

In conclusion, therefor, I list for you the names of the board of the Miami 
Chamber of Commerce, for your parusal, which list is the result of lack of time, 
and takes the place of individual letter, our usual method. 

Edwin D. Smith, president, YMCA, Miami, Ariz. 

Milo White, vice president, Arizona Public Service, Miami, Ariz. 

Cecil Trussell, treasurer, Valley National Bank. 

William Schminke, president, Cobre Valley Motors. 

Lores Riley, owner, local Western Auto Associates Store. 

Ivan P. Hostetler, Miami superintendent of schools. 
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Maurice Case, principal, lower Miami schools. 

Thomas Whipple, owner, Whipples of Miami. 

Allen Sneed, manager, J. C. Penneys, Co., Miami Store. 

Louis Baroldy, Becerril’s Market, Miami, Ariz. 

D. Clifton Premeau, attorney, Miami, Ariz. 

We wish to thank you for your courtesy and attention in this matter of 
vital concern, and we ask that you forward this letter to the appropriate Senate 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
AustTIN R. SHANK, Secretary-Manager. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. MORRIS RICHARDS, STATE SENATOR, 
WINSLOW, ARIZ. 


Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman, would it be appropriate right now to. 
introduce the members of our delegation, or as they get ready to 
appear / 

Senator Gorp. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I would like to present State Senator Ben Arnold. 
He is one of those Tennessee men. I happen to be a native Arizonian. 

We have three members of our highway commission, Senator John 
J. Bugg, L. F. Quinn, and Milton Reay. 

Mr. Bill Weeks of Wic kenburg; Mr. William Coxen of the Motor 
Hotel Association of Arizona; Mr. G. W. Irvin, chamber of commerce. 

From Williams, Mr. A. C. Whiting, mayor of Holbrook. 

EK. I. Whiting of St. Johns and Lupton, and another colleague in 
the Arizona State Legislature, Representative James Glane y of 
Mojave County at Kingman. 

Is that our group ? 

We had Mayor Ray Peterson of Casa Grande in the party. He 
doesn’t seem to have arrived yet. 

Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a statement which has been given 
to the secretary in sufficient copies for the press and for each member 
of the committee and there are several points in that statement that 
we would like to emphasize here this afternoon if we may. 

Senator Goldwater has already mentioned the problem of the West- 
ern States and it is acute in our particular northern part of Arizona. 
We represent primarily the distance between the New Mexico border 
near Lupton and Needles, Calif., at the other border, more than 300 
miles of what is proposed to be Interstate Route 40, which is now 
known as United States Highway 66. 

Like many other sections of the West, most of the communities along 
this highway are there because the highway is there and that makes 
it particularly important to us that when anything is done to our 
highway system that would keep our people from enjoying the present 
trade that they get from the highway then it becomes very urgent 
that we at least speak our piece and let those who have an opportunity 
to do something about it know our problems. 

Senator Gore. As Senator Goldwater has said, conditions undoubt- 
edly vary from State to State. I anticipated that there would be 
considerable objection to bypassing in the State of Tennessee. Thus 
far there has been none of which I am aware. 

Up in New Jersey when the turnpike was constructed for a short 
period of time the turnpike brought about a diminished volume on 
Highway No. 1 through New Jersey, but I am informed that now 
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the traffic on Highway No. 1 is heavier than it was before the turn- 
pike was built. 

I cite these experiences in Tennessee and in New Jersey to illus- 
trate how conditions differ from one State to another and also to in- 
dicate that this is a national problem and we don’t always find it con- 
venient and equitable to measure every condition with exactly the same 
yardstick. 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is the reason, Mr. Chairman, that we are here 
to ask, at least to make the request, whether it can be done or not 
nationally. We are not sure. But, at least as far as the West is con- 
cerned, we believe that there are a few changes that could be made 
in the basic law, Public Law 627, known as the Federal-Aid Highway 
-Act of 1956. 

The first of those points is in section 108, subsection (i), which 
relates to uniform application of standards throughout the Nation. 

Now, as far as the actual construction standards of the highways 
are concerned, we are in sympathy with the type of highway that is 
being talked of, although we believe that it is probably more high- 
way than the West needs at the moment. 

We, however, feel that if there was something definitely spelled 
out in the law that would guide the Bureau of Public Roads so that 
they wouldn’t just rigidly, regardless of the local situation, enforce 
what they think to be the intent, we think maybe that would help 
to save our lives. But when they will limit the access unreasonably 
to this new type of highway, the interstate highway, so that it ac- 
tually bankrupts est: ablished businesses—businesses that have been 
established for many years and have been built up by families over a 
lifetime—then we feel that it is unjust. And that is the type of 
limited access that they are applying now in our State and that is 
the thing that our people are so concerned about. 

We can understand that national standards can’t always exist for the 
benefit of the individual in a particular situation but we believe they 
can be applied by cooperation between the Bureau of Public Roads 
and our own highway commission so that there will be the least dam- 
age possible i in individual instances. 

That is the reason that if it takes a change of law we would sug- 
gest that that sentence in section 108, subsection (i), just be eliminated 
and leave it to the Secretary of Commerce or his agent, the Bureau of 
Public Roads, to work with the highway commission of our State and 
in general application in each State, to apply those standards to situ- 
ations that are peculiar to the area without reducing at all the basic 
standard of the highway. 

The Cuarrman. It has been the view, I believe, of the Bureau o1 
Roads that with the curtailment of commercial establishments by way 
of limitation of access along the right-of-way of the new highways 
and turnoffs, cloverleafs, provided access and direction to communi- 
ties lying alongside or nearby the new interstate highway that the 
commercial interest of those towns, communities, would be protected. 

Do you think that is adequate in the State of Arizona? 

Mr. Ricuarps. We would like to feel so, Mr. Chairman, but we 
do not. 

Our experience with the Bureau, particularly, and this certainly is 
not personal with any person in the Bureau, but to the general policy 
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of the Bureau has been that rather than give as was intended in my 
reading of the law to give equal consideration to the local population 
and to the interstate-highway user, we find that their chief concern 
is solely with the highway user and their concern with the individual 
situation is only to the extent that the livi ing of people there actually 
forces them to give some consideration because their thinking, pri- 
marily, is for the highway user 

As one member of the staff of the Bureau of Public Roads expressed 
it to me in Phoenix, we would be going baekward in our thinking if 
we didn’t provide a limited-access highway that would carry the 
traflic between the major cities as rapidly as possible with the least 
interference. 

We don’t want a traffic light in any place to stop them, we don’t 
want anything to stop the movement of traflic at a high rate of speed. 

The CuarrmMan. Do I gather correctly from you that you are not 
opposing the limitation of access, you want a throughway but you do 
not want the location to be so far removed from your local communi- 
ties that it will act as a siphon or as a drying-up artery ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. May I say it this way, Mr. Chairman: we don’t 
want a throughway but we wouldn’t oppose a throughway if we had 
liberal access to it. We don’t feel the Western States are in need of 
the kind of a throughway that the more populated States are in need 
of. We are in a position of being quite satisfied with our primary 
improved highways now where the access is not limited by the fencing 
off of any access to them. We are quite happy where our primary 
roads have been improved to primary standards but we realize that 
in order to complete your Interstate Highway System there are two 
routes across Arizona that seem to be necessary. We would prefer 
that the traflic be permitted to come on our well-advertised United 
States Highway 66 as a primary highway, because then the communi- 
ties and the roadside businesses that have been built up as a result of 
the highway being there would continue to prosper, but we feel if 
you come in and, at least under the present policies of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, to limit the access to the point that they are now doing 
in the planning for this road, they are bankrupting many of our road- 
side businesses and the towns themselves. These communities feel 
that if they can do this to the roadside businesses and to the ranchers 
without any consideration for the individual rights or very little 
consideration then they would probably do the same thing when they 
come to the communities. 

Senator Gore. It is not the intent of Congress that this be done 
without consideration of rights. In fact, that wouldn’t be possible 
under the Constitution. Consideration must be given—you know we 
have come a long way with highway construction; maybe you don’t 
have dead man’s curves in Arizona, at least not as much as we have 
in Tennessee—off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gorr. On the record. 

I am sure it is a matter of economic consequence, particularly in a 
sparely populated State, for highways to be located remotely from 
the principal centers of population in the area. 

Now, as I understand from Senator Goldwater, in some cases the 
highway will be several miles away and in some places not many miles 
away. 
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Now, what would be the relative damage to a community between, 
say, the location of a highway 5 miles away and 2 miles and 15 
miles away ? 

Mr. Ricuaxrps. I am not in a position to give you an intelligent 
answer to that, Mr. Chairman. Our problem in northern Arizona, as 
our people feel it, except in one instance, is not that problem. Our 
problem is w hether or not—maybe more plainly—why cannot the new 
highway follow the exact alinement of the present highway even 
through the communities because in that area where towns are so far 
apart, for instance, you drive from Gallup, N. Mex., to Holbrook, Ariz., 
and no sizable areas in between, possible filling stations and trading 
posts; that is 96 miles. 

We feel that a person who drives at a reasonable rate of speed for 
that long ought to have a change of pace, ought to have something to 
interrupt his pattern so that he won’t become fatigued or sleepy or 
some other condition that would cause a highway accident. 

The other communities from 33 to 60 miles apart we feel that plenty 
of room to get through those communities and all of them now are 
having the roads through them built to the standards they could easily 
clear 

Senator Gore. I thought you said you weren’t proposing stop- 
lights. How would you slow them down going through a community 
unless there was some 

Mr. Ricwarps. Just a natural. See our feeling is that the 

Senator Gore. Not the natural congestion. 

Mr. Ricuwarps. The interstate standards, and you can understand 
that some of us have not been indoctrinated with the interstate idea 
too long. We feel that the freeway-type of highway is not necessary 
all the way across our States. We spend some wonderful money out 
our way to put out beautiful folders like this to bring people to Ari- 
zona to see it, not to run by it. 

Senator Gorr. I want to say that the photography of the Arizona 
Highways magazines is perfectly magnificent. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. I am not a particularly competent judge of such 
things, but it seems to me it is just the finest I have seen. 

Mr. Ricwarps. I am sure if Mr. Carlson, the editor, were here he 
would thank you in person for that laniionia. 

Senator Gorr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Senator Gotpwater. Would you let me interject here before you 
vet off this subject ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. I think we might make a very brief explanation 
of part of this concern, Senator Gore. In the East—and I think this 
holds down in your part of the South; in fact, I think it holds every- 
where east of the Mississippi and probably in the Middle West—the 
roads are old-established roads, they have been there, some of them, 
for 200 years; they have been developed, as you have suggested, by 
having to go by this man’s house or by this courthouse. Ordinarily, 
our western roads are for the most part very straight roads. The very 
nature of the terrain around them—to be laid out straight in the 
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beginning when they were nothing but horsetrails between ranches 
or from Territory to Territory. 

Highway 66 that we are talking about now is in the main a very 
direct road across the State of Arizona and to bring it to the suggested 
standards would require only one major change, ‘and that would not 
affect any large communities at all. In fact the communities are 
extremely small, 

In the central part of the State they suggest a realinement of 
Highway 60. That again was laid out in the old days as a logical 
natural wagon road to California and is in the main a pretty straight 
road. They suggest moving that 40 miles from the community of 
Wickenburg. 

Now, | imagine you can argue for that kind of a realinement. We 
can’t, because these communities— again getting back to the age—the 
communities in the West are very young communities, whereas in the 
East the great majority of towns are over a hundred years old; many 
of them are 200 years old. 

T traveled up and down the Pennsylvania Turnpike and the New 
Jersey Turnpike and part of the Ohio Turnpike and asked people i in 
the communities about bypassing. They are all for it. Even communi- 
ties the size we are talking about now. In fact, you could have put 
the road farther away and they would be happy with it, because the 
communities didn’t depend on the highways. 

Now, these towns that we are talking about today, for instance, Win- 
slow and Holbrook, we are discussing right now, grew as railroad 
towns when the Santa Fe Railroad came across, and they remained as 
railroad towns. Then when the highway came they developed into 
highway towns and tourist towns. They are young communities, they 
have been built within the memory of men in this room. So we have 
no other sort of economic sources than, say, the railroad and the high- 
way. To suddenly deprive them of the highway would be a major 
economic blow. I will repeat what I said, and Tt hink these gentlemen 
will agree that as the State develops in the years to come, as these 
communities develop other economic sources, they will probably come 
to the powers that be some day and ask that they be bypassed. 

I remember my first job with the Phoenix Chamber of Commerce 
in 1929 was on the roads committee, and we worked like beavers to get 
the main highways down the main street. Now we are looking for 
$20 million to get them out of town. 

What these gentlemen are asking is an action that will prevent eco- 
nomic damage now. They are not asking that the realinement of these 
roads be such as to jeopardize the whole system, because the road 
system out in Arizona today, with an exceptional curve here and there, 
is a straight-line system. 

I might say there is one place in—this happens to be in California— 
you can drive 109 miles and not make aturn. I just wanted to inject 
that to support what the Senator was saying. 

Mr. Ricrarps. We are certainly not against the possibility of the 
Interstate System at the modern standards, 1957 standards, but our 
people right now are concerned about their economic life, since it is 
dependent upon the present highway traffic or the gradually increas- 
ing highway traffic. 

Senator Gore. In order that I may better understand, these com- 
munities of which Senator Goldwater just spoke—you named some of 
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the communities—how far is the bypass away from these commu- 
nities? 

Mr. Ricnarps. Well, strictly speaking, the bypass is only maybe a 
matter of a quarter of a mile or a half of a mile. 

Senator Gore. With a turnoff? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Well, we hope so. There will be an interchange at 
each end, but there is no assurance that the connecting road between 
the community and the highway will be along the route that is already 
established with motels and hotels and service stations and trading 
posts and curio stores. 

Senator Gorr. Now, the limitation of access will prevent the con- 
struction of commercial establishments along the right-of-way; so 
with adequate signs that tourist accommodations are available at this 
turnoff, do you think that will not sufficiently protect these people 

Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman, our problem is not solely tourist 
accommodations; a good share of these businesses we are speaking of 
are not things that the tourists actually have to have, such as food 
and lodging and gasoline. A great share of this economy is based 
upon trading posts and stores, sometimes in connection with a motel 
or in connection with a service station, to make it profitable an outlet 
for much of our southwestern Indian arts and crafts. And those 
things sell only as they are seen by people. Just to say there is a 
store over here doesn’t mean a thing unless they can come and see 
what is there, and that is why some of our people in the West have 
placed their establishments along the highway, because they know 
these people from the Midwestern and Eastern States and from other 
parts of the world, like the Indian arts and crafts, very well and 
spend much money with us every year for those. 

If it were just the gasoline station as such, and the motel as such, 
and the cafe as such, we wouldn’t be so badly hurt as we will be with all 
these other businesses tied in in order to make them prosperous and 
going concerns. 

Senator Gort. How would you handle the limitation of access 
through such a community ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Our basic feeling is—— 

Senator Gore. If you have a limited access —— 

Mr. Ricwarps. Our basic feeling is as they go through the com- 
munity there need not be any access limitation. 

Senator Gore. Well, there couldn’t be and let the community remain 
as it is if you—— 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is our contention. 

Senator Gore. If you took 250 feet right through the heart of one 
of these communities, you would have to take down most of the build- 
ings, wouldn’t you ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. That is right, and Mr. Chairman we see no real 
reason for that. Why after driving 50 or 60 miles, why shouldn’t 
they slow up 2 or 3 minutes at 25 miles an hour to pass through our 
town or to have an opportunity to see what is there? For safety’s 

sake they should slow up. ' 

We have tangible evidence that the fatal accidents on our high- 
ways, particularly on this Highway 66, are not at the points of access; 
they are out on the open road where cars speed at high rates of speed. 
In fact, between Lupton, which is the State line with New Mexico, 
and Holbrook, which is 70 miles, during 1956 there were enough 
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fatalities on that 75-mile stretch of road to average 1 every 3 miles 
on the open road and there was not a single fatality at any point of 
access. 

So, while it doesn’t sound entirely logical, experience bears it out, 
that the safety factor is that you make that pattern occasionally, that 
the real accidents happen out on the open road at high speeds and not 
when you slow down to go through a town or at any other access 
point. So we feel that other things aside, safety ought to demand 
that you slow up and go through a town and let the folks see what 
there is there. 

The businesses that take in millions of dollars a year certainly 
wouldn’t take in that amount of money if the traveler didn’t like what 
he saw in the way of merchandise. But he won’t think of it unless 
he sees it. 

The act itself will not permit big advertising signs on the right- 
of-way. And that means that he is at the mercy then of what sign 
he can put on his own establishment within sight of the traveler and 
it is almost a matter of life and death of many of our businesses and 
at least the feeling of some of our towns that the life and death of 
the whole community rests with this Highway Act. 

Senator Gore. So, your problem is twofold: You not only oppose 
bypassing the community but you oppose limitation of access in the 
vicinity of the community, or through the community 

Mr. Ricnarps. We are not supposing that that viewpoint will hold 
nationally. We believe that if the act is changed to the point where 
our own highway commission State level could work out with the 
community and with the Bureau of Public Roads a situation that 
wouldn’t bring that result, then we think that we will have achieved 
as much as we can reasonably expect. 

Senator Gorr. You might be interested to know that when we first 
started hearings and consideration of this vast highway improvement 
program I was very strongly opposed to limit: ation of access. The 
record of the hearings of this committee is replete with my protesta- 
tions. 

I became convinced by the facts presented to this committee and 
by actually going out and seeing what had happened to some of 
the highways, not vel ‘y old highways, out of Washington, out of 
Baltimore, out of the cities in my own State, that it was absolutely 
necessary if we were to have a national system of interstate and 
defense highways which would be express arteries of traffic, unless 
we did provide the limitation of access then the commercial develop- 
ment along the rights-of-way would again render the highways inade- 
quate and unsafe. 

So I changed my mind and became a convert to the necessity of 
limitation of access on this national system of expressways. 

Now, you are asking us to make an exception in Arizona. 

First, do you think we should make an exception for one State? 
Wouldn't we have to lay down general rules by which exceptions 
could be made if certain conditions were met in any State? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Mr. Chairman, I think you are entirely right. We 
wouldn’t expect separate rules for Arizona. What we would say, 
give the highway commission in each State the power to make the 
determination in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads and 
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the local people to be affected, and we certainly are not asking for 
special consideration for Arizona alone. 

Our problem is almost identical to that of New Mexico and Nevada 
and it will be in Utah when the interstate system reaches there, and 
possibly parts of Colorado and Wyoming and Montana. 

Senator Gore. In other words, you are presenting your problem and 
asking for relief in any area in the United States in which these 
conditions prevail ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Certainly. 

Senator Gotpwarter. I think you might say—excuse me, Mr. Chair- 
man—if the intent of the bill, as I understand it, was followed by 
the Bureau of Public Roads, I don’t think there would be much 
argument about it. From what we have seen in the West, in Arizona, 
I should say, we are not convinced that the Bureau of Public Roads 
is taking into consideration the economic impact such as the bill 
specifically calls for. I think that is part of what this group is 
asking for is that the Bureau of Public Roads keep in mind the intent 
of this legislation. I know it was not the intent of the legislation 
to work economic hardship on any community and that the factors 
as they varied across the 48 States would be taken into consideration. 
I think that was the intent. 

Senator Gore. You know it is possible to consider and then ignore. 

Senator Gotpwater. We see that every day. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Actually, our whole problem, we are suggesting 
three possible changes, but the whole problem hinges on the eco- 
nomic well-being of our committees. If we could be assured that 
our communities were not going to suffer because of the proposed 
interstate highway system we'd raise no objection at all. But our 
people, some of them almost to the point of being frantic, are afraid 
they are going to have their life savings taken away from them if 
these standards are enforced as the Bureau of Public Roads now in- 
tends to enforce them, and we only know their intent by what they 
are actually doing. That is basically our problem. 

Senator Gore. Are hearings being held ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is one of the points that Senator Goldwater 
brought up and we would like to emphasize. The hearings are being 
held but the people in the community have no assurance that after 
they have had their say that their wishes are going to be followed. 
There is nothing in the law to force the Bureau to pay any attention 
to the wishes of the communities. 

The hearing must be held but the results can be completely ignored, 
there is nothing there to say that you will follow what is indicated 
by the people w ho appear at the hearing. 

Senator Gore. I think it is implicit in a legal requirement that 
consideration be given to a matter eo the facts developed be given 
weight in the conclusion reached. I don’t think, although it is pos- 
sible to consider it and i ignore, I don’t think that can be properly ad- 
judged to be an intent of Cc ongress. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Mr. Chairman, we don’t like to take each case to 
court to determine that. That is just about what the situation has 
resolved itself to in Arizona. Either that or a complete, almost 
local revolution in order to let the wishes of the majority of the 
people of the community be carried out. Now, merely to hold a pub- 
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lic hearing serves us no purpose at all unless the wishes of the people 
are going to be followed. 

Senator Gore. Senator Goldwater has already read, but I would 
like to reread the provision which requires the state highway de- 
partment to certify to the Commissioner of Public Roads that it has 
had public hearings or has afforded the opportunity for such hear- 
ings and has considered the economic effects of such a location. 

You say that the economic effects are being ignored ? 

Mr. Ricnarps. They are being considered, Mr. Chairman, but not 
always in favor of the local community. 

Senator Gorn. Well, maybe the economic facts won’t always justify 
something entirely favorable to the local communities. 

Senator Gotpwarer. In that case I would say they would be ignor- 
ing the economic facts. Certainly in the case that you are going to 
hear about of Wickenburg which is having a road suggested 40 miles 
south, they can’t have taken into consideration the economic effects 
of that type of move. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

You proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Ricuarps. We have these three points that we brought out 
and which appear in our prepared statement. that is on file with the 
committee. The one relating to section 108, subsection (i), which I 
have already mentioned on the uniform application of these stand- 
ards: We think that possibly the same application in Indiana might 
not be suitable to Arizona, or some other State thickly populated as 
compared with the sparsely populated areas of the West. I say 
Arizona because 1 am from Arizona, I could easily say New Mexico, 
or Wyoming, or Nevada, or parts of California, or Utah, or Montana. 

Then section 112 relating to the matter of access we certainly are 
concerned with, although probably not so hopeful. 

Then this matter of public hearings in section 112. We would 
just like to have some teeth put in that so that the economic consid- 
erations and the needs of the local community actually would be the 
determining factors when they have a public hearing. And we don’t 
believe under the present practices that they even have an equal 
chance of being considered. 

We also would like maybe a little bit more detail in spelling out 
with the legislative intents when you say that the local needs will have 
equal weight with those of the inte rst ite travel. We feel that at the 
present time that they are not receiving equal consideration at th 
hands of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

The Bureau of Public Roads is the final determining agency in our 
life and death along the highways where we exist because of the high- 
way. If our State highway commission proposes a route, if the 
Bureau of Public Roads then thereafter says “No,” we disapprove, 
we have no recourse. We have to start all over again and propose 
something else. 

And those are the things in which we are extremely worried, Mr. 
Chairman. It isn’t anything that we in nl numbers in a sparsely 
settled area feel that is unreasonable since it applies to some States 
and some parts of other States, but we feel that because of the very 
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nature of the country, as Senator Goldwater has suggested, young 
communities built because the highway is there, and you take the high- 
way life away from them and you have taken their very lifeblood, and 
that is the way we feel about it. 

There will be other members of our group here that will wish to 
speak a few minutes at a time to present their own peculiar problems, 
particularly Wickenburg, which has a peculiar problem in this whole 
thing. And some of the other members of our committee m: iv have 


other phases to talk about. 
(The complete text of Mr. Richards’ statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. RICHARDS 


Gentlemen, your delegation, representing the cities and towns along U. S. 
Highway 66 across northern Arizona from New Mexico to California, is grateful 
for your permission to appear before you to express our views and explain our 
problems in connection with Federal-air highways, particularly in connection 
with the Interstate and Defense Highway System as detailed in Public Law 
627, 84th Congress, chapter 462, 2d session (H. R. 10660), commonly known as 
the Federal -Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

We hereby voice our appreciation for this courtesy on behalf of your chair- 
man and members of his subcommittee. 

We feel, at the moment, that the problems we have to present and explain 

“ from our viewpoint are the most important problems now facing our entire 
economy in northern Arizona. 

Whether it is termed “bypassing,” or “access limitation,” or something else, 
it strikes at the very foundation of the principal source of income from 21 cities 
and towns along U. 8S. Highway 66, which is to become also Interstate Highway 
No. 40. 

We are here representing some 380 miles of this highway, with the thousands 
of people living in the 21 communities, the vast majority of whom depend for 
their livelihood upon the highway traveler who buys their merchandise and 
services. 

These cities and towns (post offices) for which we plead are those of Lupton, 
Houck, Sanders, Chambers, Petrified Forest, Navaho, Holbrook, Joseph City, 
Winslow, Flagstaff, Parks, Williams, Ashfork, Seligman, Peach Springs, Trux- 
ton, Valentine, Hackberry, Kingman, Yucca, and Topock. 

In the eastern one-third of this territory, represented by that portion of 
Apache and Navaho Counties alone, there exists business valued at $37 million 
because of the highway. 

We respectfully request, for reasons that we shall set forth, that the Highway 
Aid Act of 1956 be amended in at least three respects to bring relief to the cities 
and towns, and roadside business, in the area we represent. 

These portions to be amended, we feel should be: 

1. Section 108, subsection (i), relating to uniform application of standards 
of construction. 

2. Section 112, relating to points of access to or exit from the Interstate 
System. 

3. Section 116, subsection (c), relating to public hearings. 


UNIFORM STANDARDS 


In northern Arizona, and in parts of other Western States, are found condi- 
tions which make it unrealistic and unjust to apply the same standards to high- 
way construction and access that would be applied in the densely populated areas 
of most of the States east of the Mississippi River and to some States west of 
the Mississippi. 

For this reason we request that in section 108, subsection (i), the following 
words be deleted: “The Secretary of Commerce shall apply such standards uni- 
formly throughout the States.” 

This change is needed so that the Secretary of Commerce may reach agree- 
ment with the State highway commission on standards that are fair and just 
to the people within a particular State—so that the Secretary of Commerce and 
the Highway Commission of Arizona, for instance, may reach agreement on 
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standards which will not cause many businesses, and in some instances entire 
towns and villages, to be destroyed, from an economic point of view. 

As you know, present standards for interstate highways require that the 
entire right-of-way be owned and controlled by the highway authorities—both 
between opposing lanes of traffic as well as for some distance on each side, and 
all of this must be limited as to access. Access from one lane of traffic to the 
opposing one is permitted only at rare intervals, and access from outside the 
right-of-way also is limited to points miles apart. In many cases these points 
of access are not convenient to the residents and citizens of the area, but are 
designated primarily, if not entirely, for the convenience of the traveler. 

There are points in both Arizona and New Mexico where short sections of 
the Interstate System have been completed, or are under construction, which 
bear out this assertion. Such requirements are not in the best interests of 
resident citizens, either who operate established business along present routes, 
within cities and towns, nor of those who operate roadside trading posts, curio 
shops, service stations, and motor hotels. 

We respectfully suggest that in these western States, where distances are 
long between cities and towns, and where so large a percentage of existing busi- 
ness are wholly or in major part maintained by tourist business, limiting of ac- 
eess by fencing off such existing establishments means literally destroying 
them. 

We are acquainted with, and fully appreciate the significance of the provi- 
sions of the law which prohibit the establishment of service business on the 
right-of-way of the Interstate System, and we know that there are those who 
say our fears are unfounded regarding the effect of limiting access to the high- 
way by roadside businesses or vice versa. 

They say that motorists must leave the highway in order to buy gasoline, 
meals, and lodging, and so in the overall picture no one will be hurt. 

These people are not acquainted with the economy of the West, where almost 
as many people depend on the curio, souvenir, and native crafts business as 
depend on the sale of meals, lodging, and automotive services. 

These so-called trading posts, curio shops, and outlets for the native Indian 
craftwork, exist almost entirely from receipts from the traveling public, and 
when access is denied to them the motorist is unaware of their existence and so 
passes by because their merchandising is based on the power of suggestion—in 
roadside advertising and in “on premise” advertising. 

These shops, in addition to furnishing the vacationing motorist with items of 
great interest in the territory through which he is passing, also give major sup- 
port to the Indian tribes from which the souvenirs and other items come. 

A conservative estimate of the sales by Indians to the curio and souvenir 
shops in northern Arizona alone would run over $1 million per year. 

If the State highway commission is free to set standards suitable to the area 
in which such business establishments flourish, permitting ready access by the 
tourist to these trading posts and shops, even though such standards might be 
entirely unsuitable to another area or State where the economy would be 
entirely different, then the new Interstate Highway System can serve both the 
resident businessman and the traveling public equally well. 

These roadside businesses are extremely important, and a separate presenta- 
tion is expected to be made in their behalf before your committee. 

Where distances are great between cities and towns, driving on the high-speed, 
improved highways such as the Interstate System becomes monotonous for the 
driver, with attendant danger of drowsiness unless some break in the driving 
pattern occurs. 

In these Western States where cities and towns are as much as 50 to 100 
miles apart, uninterrupted driving becomes hazardous to a degree which does 
not exist in heavily populated areas where the cities and villages are close 
together. 

LOCAL VERSUS INTERSTATE EMPHASIS 


Our reading of the law indicates to us that it is the intent of Congress that 
local needs “shall be given equal consideration with the needs of interstate 
commerce.” 

Provisions of section 112 as they now stand, would tend to defeat this intent, 
should the Secretary of Commerce take an arbitrary stand against roadside busi- 
nesses which exist entirely on the traveling public for their success and very 
existence. 
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In our western land of great distances, communities are not large and the 
time required to pass through a city or town is a matter of a very few minutes, 
should the law and regulations be changed so as to permit interstate highways 
to go through, rather than around, communities, with access unlimited within 
city limits, there would be no significant loss of traveling time, and at the 
same time the cause of safety would be served rather than hindered. 

Limiting the access both inside and outside city limits seems to be contrary 
to the expressed intent of Congress as expressed in section 116. 

We submit that the rights of the businessmen who serve the traveling public, 
and whose entire wordly wealth is tied up in tourist establishments, should be 
given equal consideration with the rights of the traveler who may use a particu- 
lar highway only once in his lifetime. 

Under existing standards of interstate highways many businesses are being 
denied access to the traffic by erection of permanent fences. In such cases 
the business property becomes all but valueless since it exists to serve the 
highway user. 

In Western States such rigid limitations of access is unjust and of no great 
inconvenience nor benefit to the traveler. Cities and towns are so far apart 
as to make stops or slowdowns wise when each community is reached. The few 
minutes required to go through is not important in a day’s travel since there 
will be few cities along hundreds of miles of highway in areas such as ours. 

We sincerely feel that it was the intent of Congress that State highway com- 
missions have great lattitude in meeting conditions within their own States, but 
the veto power given to the U. S. Bureau of Public Roads nullifies any advantage 
the State might acquire by having its own highway commission propose the 
standards for the highways within its State. 

Representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads who came to Arizona in 
November 1957, took the viewpoint, without exception, that the needs of the 
traveler were paramount, and that local considerations were unimportant insofar 
as interstate highways were concerned. 

We feel this viewpoint is the direct result of present law which makes stand- 
ards uniform throughout the Nation. There is good reason to follow a bypassing 
and limited access policy is most densely populated States, and if the same 
standards must apply in Arizona and sparsely settled States, then the Bureau 
officials must choose the course that seems to serve the most people. This is one 
of the very important, if not the most important, reasons why we feel the basic 
law must be changed if the people of our State are to be protected against eco- 
nomic ruin. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 


We read from section 116, subsection (c), what appears to be the intent of 
Congress to protect the rights of local cities and towns by granting them the 
right of public hearing in all cases where there might be a “bypassing of, or going 
through, any city, town, or village, either incorporated or unincorporated.” 

The right of public hearing, or at least an opportunity for a public hearing, 
seems to be guaranteed by this provision of the law. We fail to find, however, 
any provision of this or other sections of the law which requires either the State 
highway commission or the Bureau of Public Roads, or any other agency hav- 
ing an interest in the matter, to abide by the expressed wishes of the majority 
of those testifying as such a public hearing. 

This section of the law should be strengthened so as to make the public hear- 
ing have some real meaning. We feel that this section should be amended to 
protect the cities and towns against bypassing or undue limiting or access unless 
the community and the State highway commission, abiding by the results of the 
public hearing, agree to a plan which will protect those citizens who have their 
entire wealth invested in existing business set up to serve the traveling public. 

Under present standards the public hearing is merely a formality, with 
little if any significance. Interstate highways cannot now be routed through 
a city with access to cross streets and existing business along the streets the 
route follows. To follow this practice in communities of our State would result 
in bankruptcy. 

It can be seen that under these conditions there will not be an interstate high- 
way built through any of our cities and towns. 

This means that any construction or improvement through the cities and 
towns would have to be made with funds other than Federal funds. Under 
present conditions, however, with States using all available local moneys to 
match interstate, primary, and secondary road moneys from the Federal Govern- 
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ment, there will be no 100 percent State money left for improvements within 
these cities and towns. 

By relaxing the requirements for uniform standards in all States as provided 
for in the existing law, cities and towns can provide and do provide wide im 
proved streets to carry 1975 traffic needs without creating traffic bottlenecks. 
These cities and towns, depending as they do on tourist business, see no sensible 
reason why the access to the highway through the communities needs to be 
limited, so long as traffic controls make possible ready passage through the town 
with easy access to all businesses along the way. 

When the business within a community is curtailed or destroyed, the entire 
economic and social structure of the area is endangered. School bonds and 
municipal bonds are placed in jeopardy, along with actual operation of schools 
and civil government, because such a large portion of the supporting taxes comes 
from sales, income, and property ad valorem taxes. 


SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS 


We believe it is the intent of Congress to provide for safety on interstate and 
other Federal-aid highways, as suggested in section 117 of the Highway Act of 
1956, with some emphasis on design and physica] characteristics of the highways 
to accomplish this. 

experience in northern Arizona proves without question that the hazards are 
on the open road, and not within the cities and towns or at roadside training 
posts. 

In 1955, over a 108-mile segment of U. S. Highway 66, from the Arizona-New 
Mexico State line to Winslow, there was a fatality on the average of each 3 
miles of open road; but within the communities of Holbrook and Winslow, the 
only cities of any size on this section of the highway, there was not a single 
fatality, nor were there any fatal accidents at any trading post or service station 
between the cities regardless of the fact that there was free access to and exit 
from the highway at each of these wayside businesses. There has been no 
fatality within the city limits of any of three of the major cities of northern 
Arizona as a result of access or exit from the national highway for a period of 
more than 10 years. 

SERVICE TO TRAVELERS 


Unlike States in the densely populated Midwest and East, Arizona and New 
Mexico and parts of other Western States, have peculiar conditions imposed by 
the climate and other natural phenomena. 

The roadside businesses between cities and towns usually are located at 
places where water is available. Travelers on these routes sometimes are at 
the mercy of the weather and climate, or from breakdowns of their motor 
vehicles. These wayside businesses, miles apart at best, are the only sources 
of water and repair service. 

Should the access standards be maintained as now set up for interstate high- 
ways, these businesses would be bankrupted, would disappear from the scene, 
and leave no such service points between cities that often are as much as 50 
or more miles apart. 

Another factor in connection with these service points is that most of them 
exist not solely on the income from sale of gasoline and oil, or meals and lodging, 
but from secondary businesses such as curio shops and outlets for native 
handicrafts. 

They are popular with travelers and are “part and parcel of the Western 
scene and atmosphere” furnishing in many instances the very reasons for people 
traveling into the Pacific Southwest. 

More than a million people a year who travel United States Highway No. 66 are 
listed in the guest registers maintained by these businesses. People like to stop 
at these trading posts. They like to converse about the West, about Arizona, 
about the Indians, local industries, the scenic attractions such as Grand Canyon, 
Petrified Forest, Meteor Crater, and about dozens of other things while they take 
a break from long miles of uninterrupted driving. 


CONCLUSION 


The attitude of many of the people of northern Arizona is reflected in a 
statement made by the mayor of Holbrook, Hon. Arthur C. Whiting, to the 
Arizona Highway Commission on November 29, 1957, in which he said: 
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“We are the people who take the risk. 

“If you are wrong in your demands for a bypass, then we suffer. The damage 
has been done, and we have no recourse. The cost of this error would be 
inherited by us forever. 

“In view of this risk, without any damage to the Interstate System of roads, 
we feel we should have some positive voice in determining if, when, and where 
we should be bypassed. 

“We ask that you recognize that communities in Arizona are different in 
makeup from other areas, and that we can safely and swiftly handle traffic 
along present established rights-of-way in our town without any bypass. 

“We ask for consideration in a spirit of cooperation, recognizing the needs 
for better highways, the needs of the traveling public, as well as our own 
requirements.” 

This feeling has become more acute than normal because of the failure of 
several business transactions involving the purchase and sale of some of these 
businesses which serve the traveling public. Outside investors, who would 
have been interested in acquiring properties along United States Highway 66 a 
few months ago, now hesitate even to inquire about opportunities that once 
existed. 

They have learned of the bypass and access features of the new Interstate 
Highway System and are not willing to take the risk of losing their investments. 

From the viewpoint of market price, properties designed to serve the tourist are 
almost without value now. Whether they remain so will be determined in a 
large measure by the outcome of our efforts here to convince your committee and 
the Congress to change the law so that these people may be protected in their 
property rights and their way of life. We cannot believe the cause of modern 
highway building will be harmed by amendment of the law so as to permit 
modification of standards to meet the needs of regions where tourist traffic is 
the only excuse for towns and villages and roadside trading posts. 

Cooperation between our citizens and their State highway officials is tradi- 
tional in Arizona and other Western States. These citizens will continue to co- 
operate with their highway departments and with all other pertinent agencies 
for safe and rapid flow of traffic over Federal highways. 

However, if these businesses become bankrupt because of decisions over which 
local agencies and authorities have no control, they cannot feel their rights as 
free American citizens have been protected by their elected representatives. 
They want to make decisions of economic life or death for themselves, and not 
leave those decisions in the hands of people or agencies who are not aware of 
their situation. 

We cannot believe it to be the serious intention of the Congress to bring about 
practical annihilation of many of our communities in Arizona and other States 
similarly situated. 

We respectfully urge you to amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 so 
as to permit different standards to be applied under different conditions and 
needs ; so as to protect the holdings of those who have their life savings invested 
in existing businesses serving highway users; and to give the local citizen and 
State at least equal consideration in determining bypass and access matters 
as the consideration given to the highway user. 

We deeply appreciate the opportunity to appear before you and tell our needs, 
and we seek your support in a matter of economic life and death to so many of 
our people in the West. 

RESOLUTION NO. 191 


Whereas the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, section 108, subsection (i), 
states, “The Secretary of Commerce shall apply such standards uniformly 
throughout the States,” supposedly so the act would be fair and reasonable to all 
concerned ; 

And whereas such standards that are applicable to the densely populated States 
east of and some west of the Mississippi River are definitely not applicable to 
the Western States, Arizona, and the city of Winslow specifically ; 

And whereas such standards as now set up by section 116, subsection (c), 
relating to public hearings are unfair and unreasonable, and although it provides 
that a copy of the transcript of said hearings shall be submitted to the Commis- 
sioner of Public Roads, there is no appeal from the Commissioner’s final decision ; 

And whereas to bypass cities, towns, and communities in Arizona and other 
Western States is to strike at the very economy of not only the 21 cities, towns, 
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and communities in Arizona along U. 8S. 66 (which is to become Interstate No. 40), 
but also the economy of their counties and State as well; 

And whereas in the eastern one-third of this territory, represented by Apache 
and Navaho Counties alone, there exists business valued at $37 million because 
of this highway: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the mayor and Common Council of the City of Winslow, Ariz., in 
session regularly assembled, That said common council go on record as opposing 
the bypassing of the city of Winslow, Ariz., and other cities, towns, and commu- 
nities of Arizona, unless or until said cities, towns, and communities request 
such bypassing; and be it further 

Resolved, That we respectfully urge the Senate Subcommittee on Public Works 
to amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 so as to permit different standards 
to be applied under different conditions and needs; so as to protect the holdings 
of those who have invested their “all” in existing businesses serving highway 
users; and be it further 

Resolved. That the chairman of the Senate subcommittee call a meeting of 
the committee and allow businesses affected to be heard in support of this and 
other resolutions or petitions. 

Passed by the mayor and Common Council of the City of Winslow, Ariz., 
this 21st day of January 1958. 

C1Ty oF WINSLOw, 
C. L. Cesar, Mayor. 

Attest: 

FORENCE ARMSTRONG, City Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAMS (ARIZ.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE CONCERNING PUBLIC 
LAW 627, FeperaALt-Aip Highway Act or 1956 


The people of northern Arizona, and the town of Williams in particular, feel 
that the proposed system of Federal-aid highways is intended to benefit all 
sections of the country ; however, we also believe that different States and sec- 
tions of the Nation have problems and conditions which are not alike. Arizona 
is a sparsely populated State, and the northern part of Arizona, along present 
Highway 66, is even more sparsely populated than the southern part of the 
State. From 1940 to 1957 nonpopulation density of Coconino County, in which 
Williams and Flagstaff are located, increased from 1 to approximately 1.7 persons 
per square mile. 

From the New Mexico border to the California border there are but eight 
towns of any size at all, and they are widely separated. Distances from Williams 
to be other seven towns are: To Holbrook, 124 miles; to Joseph City, 114 miles; 
to Winslow, 92 miles; to Flagstaff, 34 miles; to Ashfork, 17 miles; to Seligman, 
42 miles; to Kingman, 130 miles. 

Whereas many sections of the country are heavily populated, with towns and 
cities close together, deriving business from the many industries, farms, mines, 
ete., surrounding the cities and towns, northern Arizona has a condition which 
does not correspond to that in many of the eastern and midwestern sections 
of the country. The town of Williams depends largely upon tourist travel for 
its existence. The land around the town produces only timber and a small 
amount of flagstone, in addition to the use of privately owned and Forest Service 
lands for livestock grazing during 6 months of the year. Kaibab National For- 
est completely surrounds the town, with private holdings scattered through the 
Forest and limited in extent. Should the tourist industry fail for any reason, 
the effect would be similar to discontinuance of farming or manufacturing in 
other sections of the country. 

In 1955, in conference with State highway officials, the town agreed to divide 
east and westbound traffic, using one main street for eastbound and another 
main street, one block north, for westbound traffic. The division of traffic was 
accomplished in August 1957, after widening and repaving one street. The 
town agreed to this division because of an implied promise that such a move 
would preclude any need for a bypass highway around Williams. 

A brief economic history of the town of Williams shows that the Saginaw 
Lumber Co., of Saginaw, Mich., acquired timber rights to 1 million acres of 
land in the vicinity of Williams in 1898, and operated successfully until the 
latter 1930's, at which time, due to depletion of timber, the mill began moving 
to Flagstaff, Ariz., ceasing operation in 1942, 
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During the period 1893-1942 the economic status of Williams depended largely 
upon the lumber mill and railroad payrolls, plus business derived from sup- 
plying a few farmers and cattle and sheep ranches. 

The railroad employed about 125 men in 1945, which number has declined to 
about 57 in 1957. 

After the Saginaw mill was removed, business declined somewhat, but the 
establishment of Navajo Ordnance Depot at Bellemont, Ariz., approximately 18 
miles east of Williams, partially filled the payroll vacuum. 

A small lumber mill was built, which also contributes to the town’s economy ; 
however, its operation is subject to a fluctuating market, from both price and 
demand standpoint; when the market falls or demand is lessened, it is very 
difficult for the mill to compete with larger ones. Due to climatic conditions, the 
operation of the mill is seasonal; it does not operate the entire year. 

In 1920 the first tourist accommodations were established and with improved 
automobiles and roads, more motels and courts were built, the last two com- 
pleted in 1956-57. 

In 1945 there were about 119 units provided for travelers; in 1957 there were 
400. At replacement cost of $8,500 per unit, this represents an investment of 
$3,400,000, for this one segment of the business establishments devoted entirely 
to serving the traveling public. 

The statistics given below will show the extent of dependence which the 
town of Williams has upon highway traffic: 


Gross receipts of businesses related to tourist services, receipts 
derived directly from travelers including motels, hotels, restau- 


rants, curio stores, gasoline stations, 1957...._..._-.___-_-_______ $5, 100, 000 
Payroll data, 1957, covering lumber mill, railroad, truck lines, natural 

gas company, Forest Service (estimated) telephone company_-_-- 900, 000 
Payroll data (estimated) covering employees on farms, ranches, 

I ao a cet ene ercavienuenhseeieiooes 100, 000 


Gross receipts of businesses which depend upon trade developed with 
employees of businesses serving traveling public, 1957 (estimated) 4, 200, 000 
Total assessed valuation of school district in which Williams is lo- 


I A aed SE Ta 8g a a 9, 477, 861 
Bonded indebtedness of school district__._.__..._____._._._..._-__-__-- 601, 000 
Total assessed valuation of town of Williams, 1957______-_-________~_ 1, 498, 660 
Bonded indebtedness, town of Williams, 1957_...._..._._-___________ 368, 000 
Actual (not assessed) value of property within town limits of 

a) OU Ce eS clciseasce 9, 200, 000 


Taxes derived from the town of Williams represent a considerable amount. 
The retirement of bonded indebtedness of the town and school district de- 
pends upon the continued prosperity of the town. 

The chamber of commerce of Williams and the residents, therefore, are pro- 
testing any bypassing of the town. We believe that removal of the highway 
from the town will have only one result—a serious and permanent decline in 
total income, loss of investment in facilities devoted to caring for the traveling 
public, and eventual devaluation of all property within the town. Many of the 
residents have their entire economic past and future invested in the town, and 
removal of the highway would mean bankruptcy. 

Controlled access from a highway will not serve. The majority of travelers 
have never heard of Williams. They are completely unaware of the accommo- 
dations and services offered until they are actually in the town. 

We do not desire to attempt to impose limitations upon the intent of Public 
Law 627 respecting the importance of national defense, nor the anticipated re- 
duction of traffic accidents and consequent saving of life and property. We do 
feel that these results will be accomplished by improvement of highways be- 
tween towns and cities in Arizona. There has not been a traffic fatality in- 
volving collision of two or more automotive vehicles in the town limits of 
Williams for 12 years. There is almost no congestion on the part of the 
present highway passing through Williams and total time saved by any auto- 
motive vehicle bypassing the town would not amount to more than 2 or 3 minutes. 

The chamber of commerce and the citizens of Williams desire to go on record 
as supporting the statement of the northern Arizona delegation as to the ne- 
cessity of revision of certain portions of Public Law 627 Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956. 

The citizens of Williams are grateful for this opportunity to make known 
their views and urge that every consideration be given to this vitally important 
matter. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE, STATE HOUSE, 
Phoeniz, Ariz., October 21, 1957. 


GENTLEMEN: I have heretofore written you expressing my views in regard 
to the bypassing of communities in our highway program unless and until the 
communities manifest their desire to be bypassed. I have made this position 
known many times. 

I understand the commission has also expressed a similar position in regard 
to bypassing. I, therefore, respectfully request that the engineering department 
be instructed to prepare plans for the construction of our highways through the 
respective towns and communities over the same routes as now exist, unless the 
communities consent to be bypassed. The plans submitted to the United States 
Bureau of Public Roads for approval should include engineering data supporting 
this position. 

It is unfortunate that the Bureau of Public Roads was vested with such great 
power by Congress in the Federal Highway Act of 1956. In my judgment, roads 
which the Federal Government expects the States to maintain solely with State 
money should be located in accordance with the desires of the people of those 
States. 

The passage of this resolution will again make the position of the Highway Com- 
mission indelibly clear. It will also give those who may not have fully under- 
stood the power that was being granted the United States Bureau of Public Roads 
in the enactment of this law in regard to bypassing an opportunity to get the 
same corrected in the next session of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST W. MCFARLAND. 


ARIZONA STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Be it resolved, That the engineering division of the Arizona Highway Depart- 
ment be and is hereby instructed to work in conjunction with towns, cities, and 
counties in the preparation of plans for highway construction, including interstate 
highways, through affected communities. 

(Copy of resolution adopted by the commission. ) 


FLAGSTAFF CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Flagstaff, Ariz. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

We the roads and highways committee of the Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce 
have adopted the statement of policy of the Arizona State Highway Commission 
as regards the Interstate Highway System. 

We suggest the Highway Act of 1956 be amended as follows: 

“To place the final determination of the result of a public hearing in the hands 
of the State Highway Commission.” 

In other words, the final decision on the location of interchanges and access 
road alinement will be left in the hands of the highway commissions of the 
various States. 

We further suggest, as per resolution attached, that Congress reexamine and 
appraise the Highway Act of 1956 to make it applicable to this section of the 
United States. 

W. D. BENNETT, 
Director, Roads and Highways Committee. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is considerable misunderstanding of the Federal Highway Act 
of 1956; and 

Whereas the responsibility for the operation of this act as passed by Congress 
tends to establish rules and regulations that are not applicable to this section of 
the United States : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That our congressional delegation is urged to reexamine and ap- 
praise the Highway Act of 1956 to make it applicable to this section of the 
United States. 
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Approved this 7th day of November 1957 by the undersigned members of the 
roads and highways committee and/or board of directors of the Flagstaff Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

Roaps AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE: 
E. C. SLIPHER. 

Harotp L. FLUFFER. 

Don GAIL. 

QO. E. WEBBER. 

G. C. BuRCHE. 

H. L.*Gicwas. 

W. D. Bennett, Chairman. 
ZELL FLOWERS. 

PLATT CLINE. 

JAMES E. Barr. 

W. W. STEVENSON. 

J. LAWRENCE WALKUP. 
Ropsert Procunow, President. 
Boarp OF DIRECTORS : 

ZELL FLOWERS. 

PLATT CLINE. 

JAMES E. BLarr. 

W. W. STEVENSON. 

J. LAWRENCE WALKUP. 
Rozsert Procunow, President. 

Attest : 

Hat Jackson, Secretary. 

Mr. Ricuarps. We appreciate very much your courtesy, Mr. Chair- 
man, in letting us appear here and having our say. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, for your presentation. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Senator Ben Arnold, now, of Pinal C ounty down in 
central Arizona. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BEN ARNOLD, STATE SENATOR, STATE 


OF ARIZONA, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE HIGHWAY STUDY 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. Arnotp. Senator Gore, I will try not to take up very much of 
your busy time. I consider it a great pleasure and it is indeed an 
honor to appear before you. 

What I have to say is in the form of a statement and I would like 
to mention the fact that at a regular meeting of the Arizona State 
Highway Commission I presented this statement before them and 
asked them to either object, correct, or approve it. There was no 
objection and there were no corrections to it and they unanimously 
approved it but asked me on behalf of the Arizona Highway Com- 
mission to present and make a part of this hearing a resolution which 
they had made and also a statement of policy by the Arizona High- 
way Commission. 

Senator Gore. Both will be included in the record at this point. 

(The resolution is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Mr. C. S. Woolsey, Special Assistant to the Administrator of the 
United States Bureau of Public Roads, with regard to the relative responsibility 
of the State of Arizona and the Bureau of Public Roads in the selection of the 
routes of the Interstate Highway System across Arizona, has stated: 

“The States select the routes; they submit the routes to the Bureau for ap- 
proval or disapproval and the Bureau’s function ends there,” and 
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Whereas it is the stated policy of the Arizona State Highway Commission, 
consistent with the terms of the 1956 Highway Act, that in the location of the 
Interstate Highway, as many miles as possible of the existing road will be used; 
and 

Whereas it is not in the best interests of the State of Arizona to construct 
and maintain new interstate routes parallel to existing highways already serv- 
ing Arizona communities : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the State highway engineer is hereby directed to request of the 
Bureau of Public Roads: 

1. Approval of substantially the existing alinement from Phoenix through 
Wickenburg to Hope and Ehrenberg, presently known as Highway 60-70; 

2. Approval of substantially the existing alinement from Seligman to Peach 
Springs, Kingman, and Topock, on Highway 66; 

3. Approval of substantially the existing alinement from Holbrook east and 
west, on Highway 66; 

All as the ultimate location of interstate routes; and be it further 

Resolved, That the State highway engineer shall request immediate approval 
of the Bureau of Public Roads for the same participation ratio with interstate 
funds, for preparation of plans and surveys for the construction of the Inter- 
state Highway System on the locations described in this resolution. 

I, Justin Herman, the duly and regularly appointed, qualified and acting 
secretary of the Arizona State Highway Commission do hereby certify the fore- 
going is a true and correct copy of and from the minutes of the commission 
made in official session the 29th day of November 1957. Given under my hand 
and the official seal of the Arizona State Highway Commission this 29th day 
of November 1957. 

JUSTIN HERMAN, Secretary. 

(The statement of policy is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF POLICY BY THE ARIZONA STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION 


In order to comply with the provisions set forth in the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1956, concerning the Interstate System, and at the same time give the 
utmost consideration to protecting and aiding the interests of the citizens of 
Arizona, the State highway commission hereby gives notice of adhering to the 
following policies : 

1. To use as part of the ultimate Interstate Highway System as many miles 
of the existing State highway network as possible. 

2. During the early years of the Interstate Highway program, to first con- 
centrate upon the construction of new interstate projects in the noncontroversial 
rural areas, on sections with low sufficiency ratings; to postpone until the later 
years of the interstate program construction of urban traffic relief routes 
unless sooner requested by the urban areas affected. 

3. As availability of Federal aid primary funds permit, to improve to 
primary standards the existing routes through communities, before any con- 
struction is started on the interstate alinement in that area. 

4. When planning interstate locations in urban areas, to survey aS many routes 
as possible, in order to determine which would be of the greatest benefit to the 
community involved as well as to the motoring public. All such surveys to be 
made in cooperation with the officials of the community involved. 

5. In compliance with section 116 (c) of the Federal Aid Act, to hold public 
hearings before going around or through any city, town or village, or to afford 
the opportunity for such a hearing, where Federal funds are to be used. 

6. Where traffic relief routes away from existing alinements are required, to 
construct them as near to the towns as possible, and to simultaneously plan for 
high standard, well designed, direct access facilities into the populated areas, 
with access controlled on the relief route so that businesses will not build up on 
the new route and compete with those already established within the community. 

7. Where the Interstate Highway is to be constructed in agricultural or graz- 
ing areas, the plans for construction will be made with a view toward creating 
the least inconvenience possible to persons or businesses affected consistent 
with engineering design standards provided pursuant to the 1956 Highway Act. 

I, Justin Herman the duly and regularly appointed, qualified and acting sec- 
retary of the Arizona State Highway Commission, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a true and correct copy of and from the minutes of the Arizona State 
Highway Commission, made in official session the 26th day of October 1957. 
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In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and the official seal of the 

Arizona State Highway Commission this 3lst day of October 1957. 
(Signed) Justin Herman, 
[SEAL] JUSTIN HERMAN, 
Secretary, Arizona State Highway Commission. 

Mr. Arnotp. Then I have a chart made showing the allocation of 
the Federal aid funds along with the mileage which I would like to 
file also with your permission. 

Senator Gore. That will be included also. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Arizona Highway Department 








Federal-aid funds by fiscal year 
Federal-aid system Miles a A i 


1956-57 1957-58 1958-59 


State system: ! 
1, 200 $13, 435, 534 $19, 482, 364 | $22, 800, 000 














Interstate 
i mca we vu 1, 136 5, 564, 756 | 5, 564, 327 5, 900, 000 
State Federal-aid secondary ‘ 1, 731 1, 895, 028 | 1, 896, 520 | 2, 000, 000 
State non-Federal-aid___.......- ae db She atatntad Ds pried dtehdl arnd i emaeeehes 
County Federal-aid secondary oan 1, 919 | 1, 895, 028 1, 896, 521 2, 000, 000 
Coy wemeeees Urban coe 113 | 796, 865 | 831, 380 | 840, 000 
Os ed. en cuceccun Cd ae 23, 587,211 | 29,671,112 33, 540, 000 


1 Total mileage on State system, 4,260. 


Mr. Arnowp. So as not to take up too much time I will read this. 

It is respectfully acknowledged that construction of the Interstate 
System of Highways is vital to the defense and the economy of this 
Nation. There is no question but that its completion will bring a sub- 
stantial reduction in traffic deaths, the cost of accidents and the costs 
of vehicular operation. 

With these facts in mind, I would like to take the opportunity of 
pointing out what many Arizona residents feel is a definite lack of 
attention to the other road systems of the Nation; namely, the primary 
and the secondary. In my own State of Arizona, as in our other 
western counterparts, a great deal of stress has always been placed upon 
the roads which served the communities, the ranches, the farms, the 
mines, the forests and our many spectacular recreational areas. These 
secondary roads are the feeders that lead traffic onto the Interstate 
System. They are also most important in the economy of our State, 
possibly even more so than the interstate routes. 

In Arizona, Mr. Chairman, our interstate mileage is 20 percent of 
the total roads receiving Federal aid; the primary system comprises 
almost another 20 vercent, while the State and county secondary com- 
bined make up the Saenick of some 60 percent. 

Dollarwise, the values are almost reversed. Interstate funds for 
the current fiscal year are about $19.5 million, or 68 percent of the 
total Federal-aid apportionment; primary receives less than 20 per- 
cent, while the State and county secondary divide only $3.8 million. 
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Our total needs, based on the section 210 estimates by system are as 
follows: 





| Amount | Percent 
pemeee Stink La i eb be Ss Re es $496, 905, 000 60.9 
lk gS ee es 142, 429, 000 17.5 
EA EIA EE AE ee es BAe 94, 672, 000 11.6 
Secondary (Weal) .. ..2.5<..262n- cess cce cscs Ril cid 485505 eawheR ses. 77, 135, 000 9.5 
I I ct tn on, cngeite cog ibiiniccme sd ncemmaamnaein «sini Rina 5, 111, 000 | -6 
ee reine 
Eel iccasadineeeedisenaketeuds sudengh aashisabbeiediegsaemmiemeieuduces | 816, 252, 000 iain ilelicigiethe 


To emphasize the contrast between needs and what is being re- 
ceived, note that the percentages of the actual Federal dollars show 
that they do not parallel these needs. Of the total $29,671,112 Federal 
aid apportioned to Arizona for the 1958 fiscal year, the breakdown is 
as follows: 


| Amount Percent 
ee Soa. eli ethdeasddevcab bub uddedditen tei tbse cee eote $19, 404, 364 65.7 
NE sic testh ns x neiiemnnte Slpncantns beaded ane Db iccecieamies 5, 564, 327_ 18.7 
nn as ale ae ee ; 7 1, 896, 520 6.4 
Secondary (county). : 1, 896, 520 6.4 
i ee la ad 1 831, 350 2.8 





1 All to cities 


Thus, we have a serious lack of secondary apportionments. Every 
month our highway commission receives numerous requests from our 
counties to add high-volume roads to the Federal-aid secondary 
system. 

Senator Gorr. Do you know, Senator, if your State would be in 
position to match additional apportionments for the secondary and 
primary highways? 

Mr. Arnovp. I am sure that we would. 

Senator Gore. I have today asked Mr. Johnson, the executive secre- 
tary of the State highway ‘officials or ganization to contact all the 
State highway departments to ascertain their ability and willingness 
to match additional apportionments of funds for secondary, primary 
and urban highways within the calendar year 1958. So, the commit- 
tee will be getting that information from your State. 

As you know, President Eisenhower yesterday made a speech in 
which he said that in times of slack employment that we should pro- 
mote and execute public-works programs that would bring benefit to 
the community. 

I am not undertaking to quote him exactly. 

Well, I really know of no public works that would bring more 
needed and more permanent community improvement than highway 
improvement. It has the additional virtue of having had advanced 
planning thus being available for early expenditure and if we are 
to undertake a program of public works as a stimulus to our economy 
it seems to me that we, of necessity, must start on those projects and 
programs on which there has been planning, on which there is organ- 
ization, because of the immediacy of economic stimulus through i im- 
mediate work on those projects. 
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In line with the President’s speech yesterday I have asked this in- 
formation to be furnished to the committee. I think I agree with 
your statement almost—well, leave out almost—enthusiastic: ‘ally. 

Mr. Arnotp. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gorr. But there is the problem of matching, as Senator 
Goldwater knows, whereas the Interstate System provides for a 
matching on a 90-10 basis, the secondary, primary, and urban re- 
quires 50-50 mate hing and I do not know to what extent the States are 
in position to and are willing to match additional apportionments 
to the primary and urban and secondary. 

Mr. Arnoxp. Senator Gore, - your primary and secondary with a 
formula our matching ratio is 72-28. 

Senator Gore. That is true items of your public lands. 

Mr. Arnoxp. Because of our public lands. And the peace and the 
harmony and the prosperity and the well-being of the people that 
live in the State of Arizona, that take care of the State, that pay for 
the schools, that pay for the churches, that pay for all of those things 
that go in to make up a good State, it is the primary and the secondary 
system that is so vitally important to us. Because they are the rural 
mile routes, they gre the ones who haul the children to school. they 
are the ones that connect the communities. I would say they carry 
in our State almost 80 percent of the traffic. 

Senator Gore. Well, actually as of now, the 40,000-mile Interstate 
Highway System carries only about one-seventh of the traffic of the 
Nation. 

Mr. Arnoip. That is right. 

Senator Gore. And it was in part because of this fact and other 
facts which you cite that this committee greatly stepped up the appor- 
tionment for the secondary, primary, ‘urban highways and if the 
States are in position to immediately match more “funds this commit- 
tee will give consideration to bringing and making available more ap- 
portionments immediately. 

Mr. Arno. I feel sure in our State if the money was made avail- 
able we would secure the matching money, even if it took legislation, 
because the people, as I say, of our State are very much concerned 
over the secondary and primary. 

Note that the second: ary money for counties is only 6.4 percent of 
the total allocation. It is obvious that something must be done here 
in the West to bring these differences into more equitable balance. I 
would say that the apportionments to secondary roads should be at 
least doubled. We do not know absolute traffic volumes on all local 
roads, but you may be sure that it is very large. 

The above tabulations tend to point up our situation here in the 
West or in the State of Arizona. It is not my wish to detract in any 
way from the completion of the Interstate System. I only wish to 
impress upon you, sir, the necessity for providing a more equitable 
allocation of funds for these other highly important facilities. I only 
urge that it be given serious c onsideration. 

I would also like to point up another problem which seems more 
acute in the large sparsely populated Western States than in the 
densely populated Eastern States. This is the problem of proposed 
major relocations of interstate highways away from presently estab- 
lished primary or secondary routes. 
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Arizona is a bridge State between the east and the west coasts. In 
order that highway travelers could be accommodated and serviced, 
businesses and then small communities sprung up in various parts of 
Arizona along transcontinental routes. The economy of many small 
communities in Arizona today is geared and is dependent upon ac- 
cessibility to transcontinental traffic. To pursue a policy of road con- 
struction which would deprive or drastically reduce the accessibility 
to these communities would not only cause an economic loss to busi- 
ness but would make ghost communities and ruin many Arizonans 
who have invested their entire savings in businesses whose main func- 
tion is to serve the travelers who use our State as a bridge. 

The situation described is rather unique to some of the Western 
States who have many miles of uninhabited area and whose geo- 
graphic locations are such that no communities or businesses would 
have come into existence if it had not been for the highway travel. 
To ignore the economic and chaotic losses that would occur if a 
policy of bypassing small Arizona communities should continue 
would strike at the very heart of the economy of some of the coun- 
ties of our State whose main function has been service to the travel- 
ing public. Most of these communities have no other economy that 

can possibly maintain the businesses and communities that are found 
along the transcontinental highways. 

Because Arizona is sparsely settled—it is not unusual to travel 
more than 100 miles between communities of any size—it is not eco- 
nomically sound to construct and maintain an ‘Interstate Highway 
System in addition to the existing primary and secondary system. 
Our State highway commission has determined that for the inter- 
state routes, wherever practicable, existing locations will be utilized. 
However, in many cases, the Bureau of Public Roads has indicated 
that it will not approve plans prepared by our State highway depart- 
ment which incorporate present routes. The Bureau prefers relo- 
cations which would result in the saving of minor sums to individual 
travelers, but would deprive our established roadside communities 
of their livelihood. 

The 1956 Federal Highway Act provides that the needs of the 
traveling public on the one hand and local communities on the other 
will be given equal weight in determining highway relocations, We 
feel that in the far western areas particularly the needs of the local 
communities and established business areas should be given greater 
preference over minor savings to the traveling public 1 in the deter- 
mination of highway relocations. The lightly populated Western 
States will be called upon to maintain the new divided highways and 
they should not be given the burden of maintaining parallel highway 
systems at their sole expense merely for the sake ausiag 15 minutes 
over a distance of a hundred miles. 

I urge that greater weight be given to local needs with due con- 
States will be called upon to maintain the new divided highways and 
not intend to authorize a Federal highway program which would 
destroy well established communities. 

Senator Gorn. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Arnotp. Thank you, sir; for having the pleasure of appearing 
before you. 

Senator Gore. That is worthy of a Tennesseean. 
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Mr. Ricwarps. May Mr. Weeks be heard now? He represents 
Wickenburg and it is a different problem. 

Mr. Bill Weeks of Wickenburg. 

Mr. Weeks. Formerly of Henderson, Tenn. 

Senator Gore. That is very near my home. I have a number of 
relatives living there. 

Mr. Werks. I do, too. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. WEEKS, DIRECTOR-MANAGER, 
ROUNDUP CLUB OF WICKENBURG, INC., WICKENBURG, ARIZ. 


Mr. Weeks. Senator, I will preface this by saying some of the 
remarks you are going to hear are redundant but some of them are a 
different situation. But, in the interest of brevity and clarity I am 
going to, as Senator Arnold did, read my statement. 

First, I want to thank you for giving us the opportunity to be 
heard. 

The vast majority of the people I represent feel their entire eco- 
nomic existence is currently at stake, and that it can only be resolved 
permanently by congressional action. 

Mr. Chairman, needless to say, their fears are founded on the inter- 
pretations of Public Law 627 by the United States Bureau of Public 
Roads in the matter of locating interstate and defense highways. 
Unless there is a clarification of this far-reaching law, or unless the 
Bureau modifies the interpretation it has placed upon the law, we 
along United States Highway 60-70 between Phoenix and the Colo- 
rado River know we may face economic annihilation. 

We realize that the Federal Highway Act of 1956 was a vital piece 
of legislation designed to benefit the whole Nation. However, we do 
not believe one standard of administration can or should be applied 
rigidly over a nation where there is such a broad divergence in geog- 
raphy, population, and basic economy. To us it is patently fallacious 
to compare, for example, the congested eastern seaboard with its 
polka-dot pattern of towns and cities, with the sparsely populated 
Western States, where population densities of 1 and 2 persons per 
mile are common and distances of 30 to 50 miles between towns are 
the rule rather than the exception. Traffic demands are different, 
motorist needs are different, and economies are different. 

Certainly no absolute set of standards can be applied equitably to 
two such dissimilar areas. We doubt if such was the intent of Con- 
gress—or at least those Members from the wide-open spaces. Cer- 
tainly we do not believe any Member of Congress—whether from the 
East or West—intended to impose economic disaster on a sizable seg- 
ment of the people. Yet, unless there is State or Federal legislation 
to prevent it, that is exactly what appears in the offing for a large part 
of Arizona. 

We realize you are a legislative committee, and should not be bur- 
dened with the pros and cons of a specific administrative problem. 
However, by way of background, I would like to briefly outline our 
particular situation. 

Wickenburg is a small resort town on U. S. 60-70, 53 miles northwest 
of Phoenix and 113 miles east of the California line. 

Senator Gorr. You might be interested to know that my home in 
Tennessee is on Highway 70. 
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Mr. Weeks. I know. 

It is the only incorporated town between Peoria, Ariz.—in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area—and Blythe, Calif—a distance of 162 
miles. Other established communities between the two points, their 
populations and distances from Wickenburg are: 

Quartzsite (population 150), 92 miles. 

Salome (population 75), 52 miles. 

Wenden (population 80), 47 miles. 

Aguila (population 147), 27 miles, 

Morristown (population 150), 11 miles. 

Wittman (population 60), 19 miles. 

Historically, Wickenburg was a gold-mining town. When the pay- 
dirt began to peter out around the turn of the century, it was left with 
no basic economy except a scattered few sheep and cattle ranches. 
Until the early twenties, its population barely topped 400; but during 
the midtwenties a few dude ranches were established in the area, giving 
the town a small shot in the arm. However, it was not until the 
thirties, when U. S. 60-70 was surfaced, that the town enjoyed any 
real growth. Because of its strategic location on the main artery 
between Phoenix and the west coast, it naturally gravitated into a tour- 
ist stopover. Today it hasa popensnes of 2,500 within the city limits, 
plus an additional 1,000 in the immediate trade zone and a transient 
opulation of more than 1,000. Because it has the only hospital 
xetween Phoenix and Blythe, Calif., its total trade area now covers 
an estimated 7,000 people. 

Senator Gore. By the way, is Main Chance Farm located in Wick- 
enburg ? 

Mr. Werks. I am afraid we can’t claim that. We can claim some 
awfully swanky dude ranches. We are about $100 cheaper, we run 
about $300 a week—they are $400. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Main Chance is about 4 miles northeast of 
Phoenix at the foot of Cambelback Mountain. 

Senator Gore. Is there any new proposal that a four-lane highway 
be built to it ? 

Senator Gotpwater. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. Werks. Still we have no basic economy to speak of, aside from 
the tourist business. Ranching brings in less than $200,000 a year, 
and a manganese mining enterprise, dependent entirely upon the Gov- 
ernment’s temporary domestic stockpiling program, bring in only 
slightly more. There are no other payrolls in town not tied directly 
or indirectly to tourism. For the most part, even our outside trade 
areas are a direct reflection of tourist business because they too are 
roadside communities, dependent upon highway travel for their 
income. 

Yet it has proven to be a good economy. Wickenburg’s gross retail 
sales last year, as estimated by the Valley National Bank, were 
$10,100,000, excluding hotel, motel, and ranch rentals. Added income 
from the latter source was estimated at $997,000. Actual property 
valuation within the Wickenburg Volunteer Fire District—which 
covers a town radius of about 4 miles—totals slightly over $11 million. 

The town supports 203 businesses and services, fully 40 percent of 
which are directly dependent upon vacation and/or travel business. 
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Included in this category are 27 motor hotels, 8 guest ranches, 23 serv- 
ice stations, 19 restaurants, and more than a dozen gift and curio shops 
or Indian stores. So you can see that the highway and the economic 
lifeline of W ickenburg are inseparably tied together. 

From the very inception of the Interstate “Highway System, that 

segment of U. S. 60-70 through Wickenburg has been designated an 
interstate ae It was not until 1954 that we, through mere chance, 
learned of an “ultimate” interstate route which would connect Phoenix 
with U. S. 60-70 at Brenda, a point 38 miles east of the Colorado 
River, and bypassing Wickenburg by more than 30 miles to the south. 
Just who proposed this ultimate interstate is still something of a 
mystery. We have combed the minutes of the Arizona Highway Com- 
mission and nowhere have we found any resolution or official pro- 
posal of this route. 

Yet, in March 1954, when the highway commission, at our urging 
and in the interest of better highway safety, applied for Federal 
aid to build a segment of divided highw ay west of Wickenburg, it 
was turned down by the district engineer of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Mr. B. M. French. In his letter of disapproval, Mr. French 
declared that the ultimate interstate was to follow the so-called Bren- 
da cutoff, and added he was rejecting the application because “We feel 
that this type of improvement will seriously delay, if not permanently 
discourage, any work on the approved location of the interstate route.” 

To add to my prepared statement—I throw that in to show you 
some of the problems that we run into out there as to the highway 
commission having any authority. 

Though obviously the proposed new route has been discussed be- 
tween engineers of highway department and the BPR, there was 
no record of its approval by the State commission. In fact, that 
body—which, under the original Highway Act of 1916, presumably 
possessed the sole authority ‘to designate highway locations—had al- 
ready adopted a resolution of public policy against bypassing any 
Arizona town. 

This policy was reiterated by then Gov. Howard Pyle in a subse- 
quent letter to the Commissioner of Public Roads; in it the Governor 
stated : 

It would seem to me, as chief executive of this State, to be a highly question- 
able policy to spend millions in the construction of a parallel highway when we 
are in such dire need of improving our present network of highways * * *. Fur- 
thermore, * * * we have many prosperous centers of population which derive 
virtually their entire economy from highway traffic. They would literally die on 
the vine if the wholesale policy of bypass were enacted. 

Knowing the economic makeup of their State, Governor McFarland 
and the present highway commission have steadfastly held to the same 
policy, consistent with what they hold to be the purposes of Public 

saw 627 

As late as October, William P. Copple, now chairman of the Ari- 
zona Highway Commission, defined the commission policy on inter- 
state highways in a speech before a conference of highway experts. 
Because we regard Mr. Copple as one of the most brilliant and ef- 
fective lay highway officials Arizona has ever known, we feel his 
remarks are deserving of attention by this committee. 
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Quoting from his speech : 


At this point, let me reiterate the position which the Arizona department and 
commission has taken since the passage of the 1956 Highway Act. We feel that 
the purpose of a highway is primarily to connect areas, neighborhoods, and 
cities. The function of a highway is to move a mass of traffic as quickly and 
safely as possible between these points. The term “bypass” is unfortunate. It 


means different things to different people. To keep our thinking straight and 
our terminology on common ground, I refer to a bypass as meaning a substantial 


relocation of an existing highway which removes it completely from the com- 
munity which it formerly served. When a road is simply relocated to the edge 
of a community, when it still brings the same traffic to the same community, 
but not necessarily jamming it all down the same old main street, then I 
prefer to call it a traffic-relief route. With that distinction I wish to state again 
that the Arizona Highway Commission is opposed to bypassing our communities 
by leaving them off of the new highways completely where they had been formerly 
served. We do not intend to participate in the relocation of highways that 
will leave communities isolated. 

Speaking for Wickenburg alone, we are in full accord with Mr. 
Copple’s summation. We realize that our particular geographic loca- 
tion necessarily precludes ever running the Interstate Highway down 
our main street. That sets us a little apart, Senator, from the others 
in this situation. 

In other towns it may well be feasible; in ours it is not and we 
recognize that fact. Wickenburg is not fighting a traffic-relief route 
nor what Representative Stewart Udall terms a “fringe loop.” We 
are fighting complete abandonment and the senseless economic de- 
struction of Wickenburg and six sister communities. 

As I have already stated, the proposed interstate alternate would 
be a completely new highway, running more than 30 miles south of 
the existing route. Original-need surveys estimated the cost of the 
114-mile connecting link at $34 million—which is $10 million more 
than the State of Arizona’s total highway construction budget for the 
current year. Only last week Secretary of Commerce Weeks stated 
that highway costs had doubled since the passage of the Federal High- 
way Act, so that estimate now is probably millions short. Yet, what 
would this multi-million-dollar proposal save in miles?) Somewhere 
between 16 and 20, according to the highway department. On top 
of that the State would be saddled with the maintenance of two 
parallel and almost equidistant highways. 

More tragically, what would ‘it cost the abandoned communities 
along U. 8. 60-70? Based on a BPR-accepted survey of a similar 
situation at Willcox, we think it would cost Wickenburg alone at 
least $4 million annually in business income, plus an incalculable figure 
in past and future capital outlay. What it would cost the highway 
businesses of northwest Phoenix, Glendale, Peoria, Wittmann, Morris- 
town, Aguila, Wenden, and Salome is beyond estimate by me. 

I would like to insert here, Senator, if I could, particularly in view 
of what you read when you opened this meeting. It certainly seems 
questionable policy to me to build completely new divided highways 
in a completely new location when, as in our case, you have an up-to- 
standard highway for 140-odd of the 160 miles which could easily 
be used as 1 lane of your interstate route thus certainly saving some 
of the money that the inflationary spiral or underestimates or some- 
thing is putting a crimp in the entire Interstate System. 

Senator Gort. How much additional mileage would this entail ? 
How much would this shorten the route ? 

22769—58——28 
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Mr. Weeks. That is what I say, somewhere between 16 and 20 miles. 
Nobody seems real sure. The basic cost of the connecting link is $34 
million according to the original need survey which probably is out- 
dated by now. 

With these things in mind, and in compliance with Public Law 627, 
which states that existing routes shall be used where “practical, suit- 
able, and feasible,” the State highway commission on November 29, 
1957, asked the BPR to approve the present U. S. 60-70 as the 

ermanent interstate route between Phoenix and Blythe, Calif. Only 
nours before the request a ranking official of the BPR had told a 
public hearing that the States had the sole authority to select highway 
routes. Yet, when the formal request was made, it was promptly dis- 
approved. There the matter now hangs, pending a lengthy economic 
survey. 

However, we have no definite assurance the existing route would 
be approved even though the economic survey reflects a favorable 
benefit ratio. During the Phoenix hearing of November 29, I asked 
the BPR’s Mr. Williams if the State located the interstate route and 
if an economic survey showed local needs to be paramount to the say- 
ings afforded by a bypass, would the agency then approve the 
location ? 

Mr. Williams’ answer, as quoted on page 101 of the hearing tran- 
script, was: 

If you will accept this in general terms without applying it to any specific case, 
I would say if the State highway department has conducted economic studies 
in cooperation with any city and community and has found facts that it is in 
the best interest of the community to have a route through the city rather than 
bypass, in general, I would say that the Bureau of Public Roads would concur 
with the recommendations of the State highway department. 

I will have to qualify that as I did at the first. That is a general statement. 
I am not answering specifics for any one community. They do need analysis— 

I think you will agree that was something less than a clear-cut 
answer. Particularly, in view of the fact that Public Law 627 ex- 
presses the plain intent that local needs shall have equal considera- 
tion with those of interstate commerce. 

All of which brings us back to what I believe to be the crux of the 
matter—the administrative interpretation of the Federal Highway 
Act of 1956. 

In 2 years of listening to BPR officials, both informally and in pub- 
lic hearings, I have heard no less than a dozen references to the “man- 
date from Congress,” to locate roads connecting the major popula- 
tion centers by as direct routes as practicable. But never once have 
I heard one refer to what might be considered by some to be equally 
important “mandate” from Congress; namely, that existing routes 
be used insofar as is practicable, suitable, and feasible, and that local 
needs, to the extent practicable, suitable, and feasible, shall be given 
equal consideration with the needs of interstate commerce. 

Senator Gorr. Why does the Bureau of Roads say, or does it say, 
that the existing route would not be feasible as one lane of traffic? 

Mr. Weeks. Maybe one of the highway commissioners could use the 
exact wordage that was used in the rebuff. It has always been my 
understanding that they go back to what they say is a prior agreement 
to run the cutoff down there and that that is to be the ultimate route 
and that is the way it stands. 
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_ Yet, as I said, there has never been any official overt action by the 
State highway commission designated as any ultimate route. ~ 

It is this section of Public Law 627 which I, personally, feel needs 
strengthening and clarifying. We in Wickenburg believe, rightly 
we hope, that these two amendments were placed in Senator Gore’s 
bill with the sincere intent of giving some measure of protection 
against the economic rigors of wholesale highway relocations and 
bypasses. We also believe, again rightly, we hope, it was not the in- 
tent of Congress to pass confiscatory legislation which would wipe 
out the past and future livelihoods of thousands of families. Last of 
all we doubt if Congress intended for its provisions to be distilled 
through the questionable coils of administrative fiat. 

At the risk of seeming presumptuous I would like earnestly to sug- 

est that this committee give careful study to strengthening at least 
four points in Public Law 627. ; 

Specifically, we would like to see: 

(a) A clause plainly stating that existing highways shall be used 
for interstate routes unless the States show a definite and clear-cut pre- 
ponderance of economic evidence favoring a relocation. That seems 
fair enough to me. 

(6) That such determinations take into full account not only 
motorists benefits but the economic effects on the communities and 
businesses involved over the projected life of the highway. 

(c) A clause providing unequivocally that local needs be given 
equal consideration with those of interstate commerce. 

(d). A clarification of the paragraph which now provides for pub- 
lic hearings in cases of highway relocations. Paragraph C, section 
116, now provides for public hearing, but it provides no formula for 
weighing such evidence and offers no concrete right of appeal. 

I will not presume to offer specific wording to cover these proposed 
amendments. Any member of this committee or any member of our 
Arizona delegation is more suited to that chore. However, we feel 
strongly unless more realistic consideration is spelled out for estab- 
lished highways and the towns which serve them, that the Interstate 
Highway System is doomed to failure not only in Arizona but in 
many other Western States. Just Friday a bill outlawing highway 
bypasses without a referendum of the communities involved passed 
the Arizona House of Representatives by a vote of 65 to 5, and is 
now under consideration in the senate. Similar legislation has 
already been adopted in Wyoming, and is being proposed in at least 
two other Western States. 

Such actions graphically express the sentiment being welded 
throughout the West on the matter of interstate and defense high- 
ways. We hope some of our problems may merit your earnest 
attention. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy and considera- 
tion. 

There is one point I hope you did notice, Senator, in there and that 
is the fact that a local law has passed the house of representatives. 
If you are cognizant of that I think that has implications that should 
merit some consideration. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you very much for your appearance. You 
had a very valuable statement. 

Mr. Weexs. Thank you. 
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Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. ArrHour Wuirttna. Senator, I would like to make a brief 
statement. 

Senator Gore. Proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR A. C. WHITING, HOLBROOK, ARIZ. 


Mr. Wuirttne. Mr. Chairman, the folks out West asked me to 
express our thanks and gratitude for your consideration in this mat- 
ter, so important to all of us out there. 

We are faced with a problem so serious, one which has given us 
so much concern that it has left a cloud of uncertainty and gloom 
over northern Arizona. 

We are united in our efforts, so I will not take time to restate our 
position; as Senator Richards did that. But in behalf of my town 
of Holbrook, I do endorse what Senator Richards says and urge your 
thoughtful consideration. 

We are little people in a country of great open spaces. We have 
felt all these years that we were ‘building accommodations for the 
good and benefit of our guests who come from not only the other 47 
States, but all over the world to see the wonders of our State. Now 
they say we are in the way. But who will take care of these visitors 
and travelers? If they bypass our towns, then someone will have to 
start over again and we who are there now will have to lose our life 
work. 

At first we were encouraged by that clause in the Federal law which 
provides for a hearing in each town before the road is to be located. 
We will hope and believe that the Congress intended that we should 
be considered in the matter. But our own highway department tells 
us in so many words that the United States Bureau of Public Roads 
has so dictated the conditions and terms that the State is helpless in 
locating roads. As an example, I quote from a letter written to me 
as mayor: 

The Bureau of Public Roads has requested that the State highway department 
make an economic and engineering survey for the ultimate location of the new 
interstate highway in the Holbrook area. They have ruled that until such a 
study and decision has been made that no Federal funds of any type can be 
spent on the present location of U. S. 66, in the Holbrook area. 

Senator, the people of north Arizona would like to have the Inter- 
state System go rather than have the way it is now arranged. Either 
give our money to somebody else or leave us alone. 

Senator Gore. I am not sure that is entirely the choice of people of 
a local community. The President of the United States and the Con- 
gress of the United States has declared it in the national interest to 
have a national system of interstate and defense highways. 

The Congress, and I feel sure the administration, wants to accom- 
plish this necessary goal with every due consideration of the interest 
and the welfare of local communities and the Congress certainly took 
every pain to provide and to require that the Bureau of Roads give 
these considerations. 

I do not think that we could fail to have a national system of inter- 
state highways because some community would prefer not to have it 
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us the majority said it must be. I am not trying to reprimand you 
in any way, I am just saying you can understand how your people 
would feel but the lar ger interests must prevail as it must in other 
things. 

Mr. Arruur Wuirtna. I was expressing to you the wishes of most 
of the towns of northern Arizona, western California and New Mex- 
ico. That is the way they feel about it, sir. 

Senator Gore. I hope that we can find some way to accommodate the 
interests and the common aspirations of the people wherever they live 
with the national interest. 

Mr. ArrHur Wurtrne. We hope so. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. E. I. Whiting would like to file his statement and 
Mr. Peterson, of Casa Grande, and I believe Mr. Coxon would like 
to appear before your committee tomorrow morning if it is agreeable. 

Mr. Coxon. Mr. Chairman, may I indulge upon your patience to 
make a short statement ? 

Senator Gorr. Certainly. 

Mr. Coxon. I am highly conscious of the Senator’s time and the 
assignment which he has to fill, but I wanted to ask the question: I 
submitted my statement to the secretary and I am sure, am I not, that 
it will be entered in the record / 

Senator Gore. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM COXON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
ARIZONA MOTOR HOTEL ASSOCIATION, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Coxon. The sovereign State of Arizona has been my home for 
the past 46 years. I am a former member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the State Senate of Arizona, and have served as chair- 
man of the highways and bridges committees of those two legislative 
bodies. Presently, 1 am the executive vice president of the “Arizona 
Motor Hotel Association and associate members, a trade organization 
which embraces every classification of roadside businesses ‘located in 
51 communities of the State. 

It is the Arizona Motor Hotel Association that for constitutional 
and economic reasons has consistently opposed bypassing of Arizona’s 
roadside businesses and communities. At the statewide level, I am 
the person who has directed and led that opposition. I attend this 
hearing at the specific request of numerous citizens in numerous com- 
munities, three trade associations located in southern, central, and 
northern Arizona, in addition to the Arizona Motor Hotel Associa- 
tion. I have no political attachments whatsoever, and was in part 
chosen for this mission for that reason, also due to my being inti- 
mately familiar with the economic problems and objectives ‘of all 
communities in the State of Arizona. 

My legislative background provides me with a legislative mind, and 
I am sure that I follow in your train, Senator, when I state my pro- 
found respect and gr atitude for the C onstitution of the United States, 

the constitution of the State of Arizona, and the laws of our land. 
My foremost purpose in life is to preserve, and forever safeguard the 
integrity of those sacred documents. In my humble, yet proud way, I 
am here to defend and sustain them now—from the inroads of a bu- 
reaucratic menace to the functions of economic tranquility and secu- 
rity, which in my mental constructions constitute deliberate infrac- 
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tions upon the intent of Congress, and articles X and XIV of the 
Bill of Rights. 

I have come to seek your indulgences that I may appeal to you to 
restore by amendments to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, 
those inherent individual rights and States rights, which are endan- 
gered by the usurpation of congressional intent by the United States 
Bureau of Public Roads. The present effect of the Federal Aid High- 
way Act of 1956, as interpreted by the Bureau of Public Roads, and 
applied by it in my State, are sufficient cause to reduce and restrict 
the functions of the State Highway Department to apply only to 
State highways and road projects exempt from Federal aid. 

Recently, by resolution unanimously adopted, the Arizona State 
Highway Commission designated the joint route of U. S. Highways 
60 and 70 between Phoenix and Quartzsite, as a part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and was about to pro- 
ceed with the improvement of this road. Now, since coming here I 
am told that the Bureau has disapproved the use of those funds, 
undoubtedly for the reason that the Bureau favors another route 
which will be a bypass of all communities between the points men- 
tioned. 

Last week, on Friday, February 21, 1958, the Arizona House of 
Representatives passed house bill 17, an act which prohibits the 
bypassing of towns in the absence of specific voted consent. Before 
final passage that bill was amended to read in part: 

A new road between 2 points shall be considered the same as the relocation 
of an existing highway between 2 points. 

But why should that legislative action be necessary, Senators, when 
the Federal law mandates that, I quote: 

The routes of the National System of Interstate Highways shall be selected 
by joint action of the State highway departments of each State and the adjoining 
States, as provided by the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921. 

Then finally, there is, of course, article X of the Constitution of the 
United States, which with proper wisdom the Congress observed and 
respected when enacting that law, but which the Bureau of Public 
Roads seems to possess small regard for at all. 

Thus, Senators, it would appear, unless the Bureau reverses itself 
in this case that it is openly challenging the vested authority of the 
Arizona State Highway Commission, the Arizona State Legislature, 
the Federal public law, and for good measure, the Constitution of the 
United States. If that is the case, and it is evidently so, then with 66 
other bureaus reaching to control and regulate human endeavor and 
economic function, the cherished days of our being governed by and 
with the consent of the governed are indeed numbered. 

In any event it is timely to suggest the innovation and profound 
patriotic wisdom of article IT, section 1, of the constitution of the State 
of Arizona. 

I quote: 

A frequent recurrence to the fundamental principles is essential to the security 
of individual rights and the perpetuity of free government. 

Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to believe the Congress is faced with 
the task of legislating with the impact of edict upon the Bureau of 
Public Roads, and with provision of penalty when such congressional 
mandates are ignored, misinterpreted, or improperly administrated. 
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We must remove the element of fear of the Bureau and its powers from 
the backs of our citizens and private enterprises, we must build confi- 
dence in our Constitution, ren banish resignation to defeat—the Con- 
stitution must be restored as a medium of supreme protection of citizen, 
community, and State, no matter how offensive its mandates may be to 
the Bureau of Public Roads. 

There can be nothing so devastating to our economic stability, or to 
the national defense than the persecution of our citizens into apathy 
and demoralization. This morning, Senators, I heard a most ‘distin. 
guished Member of the lower House of Congress refer to Mr. Tallamy 
as “Tom Dewey’s hatchetman.” It has been written that he is very 
clin but he holds no terrors for me, and I am most anxious to test 
his steel. Such an announced and published reputation as he has 
would seem to have been circulated for public consumption, and to 
institute the fear of God in the minds of citizens and States when they 
have to meet or contend with him. I am submitting to the consider- 
ation of the committee, Mr. Chairman, that we have no quarter for 
bullies in the Bureau of Public Roads. Our primary need is under- 
standing, intelligence, and sound reasoning, rather than having things 
forced down our throats. 

Mr. Chairman, the roadside business industry of the State of Ari- 
zona represents a total investment of over $250 million. There are 
about 130 motels located on 3 streets in the city of Phoenix repre- 
senting a sale value in excess of $30 million. For the most part the 
owners of these establishments are gravely concerned for their prop- 
erty values, investments, livelihoods, and their very homes. They 
have seen the dev astation which results from the bypassing of busi- 
nesses and communities in Arizona. They know the economic effects 
thereof. They do not need any brochures published by the United 
States Chamber of Commerce to enlighten them upon what bypass- 
ing their businesses and towns will do to them, for they have the 
ex camples and eroding ruins of towns which have been bypassed to 
impress them. Many of our small communities are basic, and ex- 
clusively so, to tourist and highway patronage. 

Many of these owners came to Arizona for the benefit of our 
climate, or the health of a member of their family. Still others are 
retired from their dedicated pursuits of earlier and youthful days. 
In good faith, and with wisdom and vision, they invested for most 
part their total life’s savings and borrowed more to reestablish them- 
serves in various types of business at the side of the road. Mr. Chair- 
man, these people are good citizens, they have labored in the heat of 
our deserts, and the lesser temperatures of the mountains. They are 
a vast comfort and facility to the motoring public and in those desert 
and sparsely settled regions of the State of Arizona, they are fre- 
quently that difference between life and death to the motorist. They 
are established, essential operations for motoring public safety in 
the intermediate spaces between our cities. And. yet, the objective 
of the United States Bureeau of Public Roads is to bypass every 
one of them. There are no exceptions to the rule, and the Bureau, 
not satisfied with that economic burden upon our State, would by- 
pass our large cities also. 

In one instance up to this time, a whole village was bought up—the 
little town of Aztec—and will exist no longer. It would seem, Sen- 
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ators, that the Bureau looks upon the Arizona towns as being obstacles 
for its “march to oblivion.” 

Seven years ago, the town of Wellton was bypassed, with the Bu- 
reau’s approval, and a number of the business people built new 
establishments on the new highway. Now it is proposed to again 
bypass the town with an alinement which will make Wellton a ghost 
town twice within a decade. Could there be anything more crushing 
to public faith than that ? 

Mr. Chairman, and Senator, the major solution to this problem is 
to improve the existing primary and secondary highway systems of 
the State of Arizona, not to build concrete shoo- flies around it for 
the convenience of speed demons who want to get to Los Angeles 
20 minutes quicker. 69.7 percent of all fatal accidents in 1956 oc- 
curred on straight highways due to speed, and we are attacking that 
problem in safety by building still faster and straighter roads. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to state that I w holeheartedly concur in the 
presentations of my colleagues here from Arizona, whose presence 
is motivated in the interest of preventing the bypassing of the respec- 
tive towns they represent. 

I merely want to make this statement, Mr. Chairman, since you 
have been so kind to recognize me and to give us the courtesies which 
you have extended to our delegation here this afternoon; that it was 
the highways and the railro: 1ds that connected the communities of the 
State of Arizona which established its very prosperous and growing 
economy and not the highways which bypassed those communities. 

You asked a question “just a few moments ago of my distinguished 
friend, Senator Richards, from Mohave County in Arizona, in regard 
to what happens when a town is bypassed 5, 10, or 15 miles. 

Mr. Chairman, there seems to be a great deal of credit and influence 
given to a brochure which is in distribution by the United States 
Chamber of Commerce which reflects that communities are benefited. 
In the State of Arizona we have such towns as Wellton, Cochise, and 
a number of other communities which have been bypassed as much as 
1 or 2 blocks. Those towns have dried up and become ghost towns 
and I merely want to say to you, sir, that one objection that we have 
is in the case of the town of Wellton which was bypassed with the 
approval of the Bureau of Public Roads 7 years ago and now that the 
people have reestablished themselves on the new alinement of the 
highway they are faced with being bypassed again. 

‘In other w ords, Mr. Chairman, I think that people are entitled to 
be justified in their faith by the action of the Congress and of the 
executive department of the United States, and, of course, the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

I want to impress this fact: That many citizens of my State are 
most distressed about the roughshod, highhanded manner in which 
this program is being forced down their throat. In my statement you 
san see my answers to those things and my suggestions. I wish to 
thank you most cordially, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy and kind- 
ness and assure you of my profound pleasure for appearing here, 

Senator Gore. Thank you for your statement. It is certainly con- 
trary to the intent and the wish of this committee that the adminis- 
tration of this program is roughshod and inconsiderate. I am en- 
tirely sympathetic with the facts which you gentlemen have so well 
and ably presented here this afternoon. 
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Mr. Coxon. Mr. Chairman, I think that we have got to do some- 
thing to this centralization of Government and the control which 
these bureaus are impressing upon the people on the outside and I 
think the distinguished junior Senator from Arizona, Mr. Goldwater, 

can tell you in person sent some of the things that I have in mind. 

Senator Gorn. Well, that is true, and yet, we are up against the 
proposition that with improvement in communication and transpor- 
tation, with the development of technology more and more of our 
problems become national in character. 

For instance, two Presidents of the United States vetoed Federal 
road bills on the ground that it was a local problem. Now we find a 
national law first recommended by the President of the United States 
and then finally after some changes and different approaches we finally 
passed a bill on a bipartisan basis recognizing highways as a national 
problem. Many people now still consider education a local problem 
and yet we find our way of life challenged by the Communist way of 
life. We find that the very basis of that challenge in the long run is 
education. 

When our very national survival depends upon proficiency in our 
educational system who can still say it is not a national problem. So, 
I agree with you thoroughly and enthusiastically that those problems 
which can be handled efficiently and adequately by local governmental] 
units should be handled by local governmental! units, but as the world 
grows smaller it seems that problems which were once local in charac- 
ter become national in character. 

I am not charging you anything for this. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Coxon. Thank you, Senator, for that statement. 

Nevertheless, there 1s one thing that we must bear in mind: We 
must not have this oppression of good faith, we must not encourage 
apathy and resignations of speech among our citizens, and we must 
be cautious that the bureaus and the bureaucracies do not infiltrate 
into our States and cause that condition to prevail among our citizens. 

Senator Gore. I think you have made a better statement than you 
would have made tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Coxon. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. E. L. Whiting, Lupton, Ariz., Roadside. 


STATEMENT OF E. L. WHITING, LUPTON, ARIZ., ROADSIDE 


Mr. Wiutine. Mr. Chairman, may I tell you how things look to 
one who has spent his 75 years in northeast Arizona. For many years 
I have been a road contractor and builder and always a road booster. 
We come from Arizona, from one of the most sparsely settled parts 
of the Nation. From the land of the Apaches, the Navajos, the Zunis, 
the Hopis, the Hulupies, the Acamos, the Isletas, the Utes, the Piutes, 
the ‘Tows Indians, and so forth. We come from the land of the er - 
ity of the worthwhile national parks and monuments of Americ: 
From where water is at a premium. 

Those of us along United States 66 have provided most of what 
water is available by digging for it and I mean digging often dry 
holes, when we were told that among the first steps in America’s plan 
to build a great highway, and fence it, and learned that the intention 
is to funnel tourists to and from a strip of land called California on 
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the west coast and a similar strip between New York and Washington 
on the east coast. We were surprised and disappointed. 

We are wondering why such consideration is given to these two 
points. There are things of interest and value between them. There 
must be. Senator Byrd just brought his wife to Arizona for rest 
and recreation and President Eisenhower has br ought our First Lady 
to Arizona also. 

Thousands of others come to enjoy our climate, to see our Meteor 
Crater, our Painted Desert, our ice caves, our prehistoric ruins, 
Grand Canyon, Cedar Breaks, Zion Park, Bryce Canyon, Dinosaur 
Tracks, our Petrified Forest and other major monuments and scenery 
in general. 

There may be reasons for fencing freeways in Los Angeles, but why 
start out in Arizona where there is so little need for fencing. Local 
people have spent so much to make it possible for traffic to get through 
and they will not be a menance to a through road. Neither will the 
Indians. In fact, I see very little reason, “from a highway point of 
view, for fencing. 

Los Angeles has plans to evacuate its citizens in mass in case the 
coast is threatened. Therefore, a fence might be a handicap there. 

Technicians tell us one reason for accidents on our long strentch of 
road is fatigue. That tourists need more places to stop and relax. We 
feel sure that fences are not needed along our part of the freeway now. 
That those who travel will need more rather than less roadside serv- 
ice. At least it seems reasonable to build fences first where there is 
congestion. Of course, we are for good roads and other developments 
for our country. In fact, we consider ourselves pioneers in the mat- 
ter of real roadbuilding. ‘Our early roads were built by county bonds. 
Then we began to get State help and of late help from the National 
Government. I am sure neither your committee nor those of the Gov- 
ernment men in charge know all that is happening. We think it is 
wrong for road engineers to first lay out the road without consulting 
local residents and ofttimes with disregard for their needs and rights. 
We believe it would be better to consult them even if they are later 
overruled. 

Again, assuring you we want to work for the better interest of all 
and ‘humbly request that even though we are small we would like to 
be given whatever consideration is due us. 

We think it is wrong, Mr. Chairman, to close a straight road in 
level country with the avowed purpose of closing a man out—take 
the case of Johnny Guterrez, of Lupton, Ariz.—in fact, we think 
someone has lost track of the fact that Arizona is a part of America 
and her roads. That shoving traffic through her, funneling them past, 
if you please, is taxation without c onsideration. 

T recently made a cross-country trip with a young lady, apparently 
she had lost track of where we were. She said, “Uncle, are we on 
this side or the other side of where we are going ?” 

May I suggest that we do not get on the other side of where we are 
going w ithout knowi ing it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Whiting. 
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(The statement of Mr. James Glancy, State representative, fol- 
lows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES GLANCY, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, FROM THE STATE OF 
ARIZONA 


Senator Gore and Senator Goldwater, our Senators Richards and Arnold have 
outlined objections and plans for their remedy to your committee. My remarks, 
as a representative of Mohave County, may be taken as a plea for existence. 

Mohave County ranks third or fourth in the Nation in area but populationwise 
is the smallest in the State Arizona. Of our 13,800 square miles of area less than 
18 percent is privately owned and at the present time the big majority of that 
population is centered along U. S. Highway 66. The statistical report covering 
real estate values, improvements, and yearly business realized from the tourist 
trade in Mohave County shows that the amount of tourist business directly 
derived is $7,538,569, or 48.18 percent of the total county business. Taking into 
consideration the indirect business derived from the tourist industry it is easily 
seen that considerably more than half of the county’s business would be affected, 
or eliminated, if the tourist economy is seriously disrupted by road changes. The 
estimated market value of real estate and improvements is $10,103,420. 

I have many times discussed problems peculiar to Arizona and other Western 
States with engineers of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, including Mr. 
Williams and Mr. Woolsey, and we have found few points on which we agree. 
They tell me that the Bureau of Public Roads policy for the 48 States should be 
uniform and inflexible. I heartily disagree. Personally I have 8 children and 
the same pair of pants will not fit any 2. I believe that each State has problems 
peculiar only to themselves and that these problems should be given careful 
consideration. I further believe that these problems can better be settled by 
people living on the scene and aware of them and respectfully request that the 
intent of the act, giving the bulk of authority to the State highway commission, 
should not be advocated. 

Perhaps I am overcaptious, but it is my considered opinion that your Federal 
engineers are more interested in building superhighways that will be monuments 
to themselves than in building roads that will be of economic service to the 
people using them. 

The Federal Bureau of Highways’ engineers tell me that we must expect the 
Federal Government to have a large voice in the location of highways because 
94.6 percent of the money on the Interstate System is Federal aid. I took excep- 
tion to the nomenclature “Federal aid” and reminded the engineers that this 
was merely Federal distribution of moneys collected in the various States. I also 
pointed out that in the last available figures I had our past experience had been 
that more Federal gas tax moneys were collected in the State of Arizona than 
were returned to the State in the form of Federal distribution of road moneys. 
The only answer I received on that was that on behalf of the other 47 States 
and the District of Columbia the Federal engineers wanted to thank the State of 
Arizona for the excess moneys distributed elsewhere. Federal engineers also told 
me that we should not worry about being bypassed because when the Interstate 
System was completed, the travel would be so much heavier than it is now that 
our tourist trade was bound to show considerable increase by 1975 if only a very 
small percent of those using the highways stopped in the towns passed. To me 
that makes as little sense as a rancher, walking out in his pasture during a 
February snowstorm and saying, “live cows, there will be lots of grass in April.” 

Sut cows can’t do it and neither can we. 

We were told at a meeting in Phoenix that while it would not apply to specifie 
cases, in general the Federal Bureau of Roads would go along with any recom- 
mendation of the Arizona State Highway Commission. Promptly the Arizona 
Highway Commission passed a resolution keeping U. 8S. 66 and the Wickenburg 
Road on their present alinements, and as promptly the Federal Bureau of Roads 
refused to accept these alinements. 

I feel that the concerted efforts to get people from the populated areas of the 
Kast and the populated areas of the West across Arizona in the shortest time 
possible is not only unfair to the people of Arizona but to the tourists themselves. 
It is my considered opinion that the attractions offered in our State, such as 
the Painted Desert, the Grand Canyon, the various Indian ruins that dot every 
part of the State, the great Boulder Dam and the many natural lakes that have 
been created by such dams as Boulder, Davis, and Parker are of sufficient scenic 
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interest that tourists are being unfairly treated if they are shuttled quickly 
across the State without the opportunity to see these wonderful natural and man- 
made attractions. 

Consider, too, that once these Federal highways are built, it will be up to the 
State of Arizona to maintain them and for that reason we are not particularly 
interested in shortening existing routes at the expense of our economy. Also 
when the shorter routes will mean less gas consumption by the traveling public 
and therefore less gas tax money to keep up the highways that have been built. 
Your Federal Bureau has told us that at the present time approximately 7 
percent of the people traveling through Kingman stop to avail themselves of 
Kingman’s facilities. Our chamber of commerce didn’t believe that, so on Jan- 
uary 20 and 21 a survey was taken between the hours of 8:30 a. m. and 5:30 
p. m. Checks were stationed both to the east and the west of the city and to 
insure accuracy the visitors were either stopped or slowed down sufficiently 
to record both the State and the number of the license, as well as both the time 
of the entrance and exit. In determining what would constitute a “stop” we 
figured that any vehicle taking more than 20 minutes to go through Kingman 
“stopped.” The average time lapsed for a vehicle not stopping—or those taking 
less than 20 minutes—was 8 minutes. I am sure you will agree that the 20 
minutes was more than fair in our estimation. Since the survey was terminated 
at 5:30 p. m. on both days the figures do not include those who were spending 
the night in Kingman. 

Here are the results: Eastbound traffic, where the nearest town to the west 
is Needles, Calif., at a distance of approximately 65 miles, more than 25 percent 
of all cars stopped. Westbound traffic, where the nearest town large enough to 
offer comparable attractions is Williams, at a distance of 130 miles, more than 
61 percent of all traffic stopped. We feel that the percentage would be par- 
ticularly higher during the summer months because of the natural heat dis- 
comforts. 

We know what it means to have ghost towns. Three of our early county 
seats—Hardyville, Cerbat, and Mineral Park—as well as the once-thriving com- 
munities of Greenwood, Virginia City, and Signal are now practically ghost 
towns, and chloride, Oatman, and Goldroads are rapidly joining them. All are 
off improved highways. 

I do not wish to take up too much of this committee’s valuable time so I am 
requesting that a letter from George A. Prentice, supervisor of Mohave County, 
and one from Arthur F. Black be made a part of the record. 


PHOENIX-KINGMAN & BOULDER CITY STAGES, 
Kingman, Ariz., January 13, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES J. GLANCY, 
State Representative, Mohave County, 
The Capitol, Phoenix, Ariz. 

DeaR Mr. GLANcy: Since the United States Congress is now in session and 
our own State legislature is making ready to convene during the next few days, 
I should like to call your attention to one fact that is of most importance to 
the taxpayers and property owners of each community of northern Arizona, 
situated on United States Highway No. 66, and most particularly the commu- 
nities of Mohave County, which you represent. 

This fact is the highly controversial issue of the bypassing of the towns 
on United States Highway No. 66 by the Federal Interstate Highway. This 
has become more than a controversial issue to our people who have invested 
their life savings in businesses along the route of United States Highway No. 66. 
It has become a matter of life and death to the businesses and communities 
along this great route of travel, because it is now a proven fact that towns and 
communities built up during the past 20 or 30 years on a tourist and public 
travel economy throughout our southwestern desert region would be so com- 
pletely annihilated by being bypassed that all property values would be re- 
duced to 10 cents on the dollar of valuation and in many cases the property 
would be reduced to no value whatesoever in relation to the present value. 

I know whereof I speak in this matter since I have taken particular note of 
several towns and communities in southern California, which have been bypassed 
by superhighways in recent years; the latest one of which I had occasion to 
visit being San Miguel, Calif., on United States Highway No. 101 between Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. 
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During years past this was a small but thriving little town, and myself and 
family used to like to stop there for gas and service during the past on our 
many trips to San Francisco, when going to visit our daughters, as well as to 
visit the old San Miguel Mission which was built in the late 17th century 
by the Spanish padres and the Indians, which was right on the old main U. S. 
101 route through town and due to the fact that the old mission was so easy of 
access it had become quite a tourist attraction both educationally and _ his- 
torically as well as spiritually. 

Last November, my wife and I made a trip to San Francisco, as usual via 
U. S. 101 Highway, but due to the fact that it was at night when we came to 
San Miguel, and not knowing in advance that the highway had been changed, 
we passed by the town before we knew it. on the new bypass 101 Highway 
and rather than turn back, we went on to King City and stopped there over- 
night instead. 

However, on our return trip, it was still daylight, early in the evening, when 
my wife and I arrived at San Miguel, and to our surprise we found that the 
new bypass route was just outside the edge of town, only a good stone’s throw 
or a couple of blocks from the old road, and the turnoff into town was easy 
to make, so we decided to turn into town and stop overnight to see first hand 
how the business people liked the new bypass road. 

We first stopped at the Chevron Standard Oil service station for a fillup 
of gasoline. The service-station man came out and he seemed so glad to see 
us that before he was finished with our car I thought he was not only going 
to give all the glass in our car a cleanup but a car polish job as well. I said 
to him: ‘Well, I see that you have been bypassed by the new highway since the 
last time I was here.” “Oh, yes,” said he, ‘“‘we are off the map now.” I said: 
“Has it effected your business to any great extent?” “Oh, yes, indeed it has,” 
said he. I said: “About what percentage do you think you have lost in busi- 
ness?” “Well, I have not checked that up exactly,” said he. I asked: “Do you 
think it would be as much as a 50 percent loss?” “Oh, much more than that,” 
said he. 

After finishing our talk at the service station, we drove on to the motel which 
is about 2 blocks further on. The motel seemed deserted, but by now was well 
lighted, as it was getting dark. I went to the office and inquired about a 
vacancy. The lady told me they had plenty of vacancies and that I could have 
my pick. After registering and paying for the motel room I asked the manager 
about the same questions as I did the service-station man, and to the question 
as to whether she had suffered a loss of more than 50 percent in business, she 
answered, “Oh, I should say so; you can see that for yourself.’ And I really 
did, as during the night only one car besides our Own stopped in to stay over- 
night, where there usually would be as many as 10 or 12, and, mind you, the 
bypass is Only a good stone’s throw from the main business district. 

The next morning when we left town, it was near 10 o’clock and as we 
passed by old San Miguel Mission, there was not a single car parked there for 
visiting, where at other times there would usually be from five to a dozen cars 
with visitors all over the place. 

So beware of the bypass, because if our desert communities are bypassed out 
in these wide-open spaces, the bypassers will be putting padlocks on the front 
doors of many a presently prosperous business and in many cases a whole 
lifetime investment will be wiped out. 

It is in view of the above that I ask you, Mr. Glancy, as our State representa- 
tive, to do something at this time for your people of Mohave County, who have 
invested their life savings in many businesses along United States Highway 
No. 66 and who are presently in great danger of not only having their businesses 
bypassed and completely wiped out, but also whole communities in northern 
Arizona are in danger of being wiped out by the presently proposed Interstate 
Federal System of bypass. 

It is with great interest that “we the people” will be waiting and watching 
to see what our elected officials will do to protect us against any such disaster 

Most sincerely yours, 


” 


ARTHUR F. Black. 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF MOHAVE CouNTY, 
Kingman, Ariz., February 21, 1958. 
Hon. J. J. GLANcy, 
Representative, Mohave County, 
Kingman, Ariz. 

Dear Mr. GLANcy: I would like to give you some of my own ideas on this 
superhighway program and its effect in Mohave County. 

First of all, we are at a standstill as far as improvements and investments 
are concerned in tourist business along the section of Highway 66 that is in 
dispute. We have had no definite answers as to what routes will be chosen 
and the people that have built and invested their whole life savings in their 
businesses stand to lose everything they have worked all their lives to ac- 
complish. 

I have attended several hearings and meetings on this highway problem and 
I would like to say that we, the people of Arizona, have heard a lot of double- 
talk from our powers in charge. I would like to believe what I have heard. 
For instance, Mr. Wolsely, representing the Bureau of Public Roads, from Wash- 
ington, D. C., in a public meeting in Phoenix, Ariz., made the statement that 
they would go along with the recommendation from the highway commission 
and the people in the State of Arizona. The highway commission now says 
that they have made a recommendation to hold the road in question in our coun- 
ty in its present location, but the Bureau of Public Roads has turned it down. 
Now we are going to have to prove our points with an economic survey in order 
to hold our road in its present location. Our Governor has made the stand that 
he is in favor of no bypass. Nevertheless, the highway commission goes right 
ahead and submits other surveys to bypass our cities and towns against the 
wishes of our Governor and the people of Arizona on the grounds that the 
Bureau of Public Roads will not accept the present alinement. No matter 
how large or small a community is, the individual should be considered first 
of all. 

When asked to whom the highway commission was responsible, the Governor 
answered by saying that he made the appointments, but after they had been 
made the commission more or less did what they felt was best. 

We believe there has been a lot of speculation by individuals who have 
had information on the inside, and who have no doubt helped make the decisions 
on the location of the routes and who have made large profits at the expense 
of the taxpayers and the people who have lost their life savings in their 
businesses. I, for one, do not like the way the program has been carried 
out. I am not against advancement and progress, but I think the people should 
be considered and their rights honored. I think the people who have served 
the public here in the West where the towns are few and far between should 
be protected by legislation, if necessary, that would leave the roads in their 
present location or that would give them a fair market price for their invest- 
ment in the same manner that the highway commission is obliged to buy rights- 
of-way for new road locations. 

Mr. Glancy, I hope that you will read this letter at the hearing in Washington, 
D. C., and make it part of the record. I firmly believe in the ultimate fairness 
of the position that our national lawmakers will take, once they have been 
fully informed of the situation as it exists out here. 

Respectfully yours, 


GeorGE A, PRENTICE, Member. 
Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Glancy. 
The committee will be adjourned. 
(Thereupon, at 3:45 p. m., the committee was adjourned to re- 


convene at the call of the Chair. ) 
(Additional statements received are as follows :) 
Payson CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Payson, Ariz., February 20, 1958. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: Thank you for your letter of February 14, 1958 


regarding the Federal Interstate Highway System. 
We will be unable to send a representative from the chamber of commerce to 


the hearings in Washington, but I would like to express my personal views on 
the subject. 
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Several of our smaller communities in Arizona are threatened by the possi- 
bility of being bypassed by the Interstate Highway System, and it would doom 
them to ghost towns. It would also be the ruination of many businessmen. 
Some of these businesses were built up through great sacrifice, in order to bring 
service to remote areas, when travel was slow and tedious. They served the 
seattered ranchers and small mines, and helped to develop this great Southwest, 
as did our pioneering forefathers. They served their country by serving their 
fellow man, and sent their sons to fight for the country they loved. I believe 
they expect, and should get, fair consideration in this matter. 

Certainly, it may cost a little extra, and may have to veer a little out of line, 
but the extra cost is small compared to what has been poured into foreign coun- 
tries to buy their scorn and hate. 

As roads and transportation have improved, these businesses in small towns 
have had to rely more and more on the tourist. Now if they are bypassed by 
main highways, or cut off by controlled access, they are through. If every mem- 
ber of this committee could put himself in the position of some of these busi- 
nessmen so threatened, I think some changes would be made in the present law. 

Thanking you for your interest, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
Epwarp W. Taytor, Vice President. 





WINSLOW CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Winslow, Ariz., February 17, 1958. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: Attached hereto is statement of the northern 
Arizona delegation to be presented to the Senate Subcommittee on Roads on 
February 24 and 25, relative to proposed amendments to the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1956. 

Members of the delegation are Mayor A. C. Whiting, of Holbrook; Hon. James 
Glancy, of Kingman, member of the legislature; Mr. G. W. Irvin, President Wil- 
liams, chamber of commerce; State Senator J. Morris Richards, of Winslow; 
and Mr. E. I. Whiting, a businessman of Lupton and St. Johns. Hon. Ben Arnold, 
State senator of Pinal County, will also appear before the committee. The two 
Messrs. Whiting and Mr. Glancy’s statements are not included. 

The people of northern Arizona and, I believe, those of southern Arizona, espe- 
cially along United States Highways 80 and &6, feel very strongly that the act 
should be amended to provide more latitude in the rules, regulations, and specifi- 
-ations promulgated by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Specifically, it is urgent that section 108, subsection (i) relating to uniform 
application of standards of construction ; section 112, relating to points of access 
to or exit from the Interstate System; section 116, subsection (c) relating to 
public hearings all should be amended to afford the Western States a fair and 
just result from the construction of the Interstate System. 

The standards set up by the Secretary of Commerce definitely do not fit our 
western country of magnificent distances and of sparsely settled populations. To 
bypass cities, towns, and communities of northern Arizona, as well as fencing 
off established businesses engaged solely in providing services to the motorists, 
who by the thousands stop at these places for rest, meals, souvenirs, ete., means 
bankruptcy in many cases as well as the corresponding loss and depreciation 
of property values as well as taxes, thereby affecting the economy of not only 
the cities, towns, communities, and counties, but the State as well. 

The total property values along U. S. 66 in Winslow, actual not assessed, are 
between $14 million and $15 million ; the gross receipts from businesses contacted 
are over $8 million; the annual receipts from touriss are $3,400,000. To bypass 
Winslow will mean a reduction of at least 50 percent of these amounts. This 
figure is arrived at by the fact that when the west-bound traffic was moved from 
Second to Third Street, business on Second Street was reduced by 50 percent, and 
to move the highway a half mile or a mile away from the business district will 
mean a reduction of at least that amount. 

We believe that Holbrook, Flagstaff, Williams, Kingman, and the in-between 
communities will suffer a comparable reduction in business. 

We think the specifications should be amended to provide for access to and 
exit from established roadside businesses to allow the motorist the privilege 
and convenience of stopping where he desires and for any purpose. So far 
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as safety is concerned, we don’t know of a single fatal accident having occurred 
from vehicles departing from or entering the highway from any roadside busi- 
ness in Arizona in the last 10 or 12 years, and this is true in cities and towns. 

With reference to the publicized “hearings” that are provided in the act: 
It is noted that such hearings are to be held and that a transcript of the pro- 
ceedings be forwarded to the Director of the Bureau of Public Roads, period. It 
is noted also that no appeal or recourse is allowed from the decision of the 
Director, and I believe the records will bear us out in that rarely, if ever, has 
the Director changed the previous approval of a project. It is felt that the final 
determination of these hearings should be left with the State highway commis- 
sion and the city, town, or community involved, as they will certainly know 
more about local conditions than anyone 3,000 miles away. 

Much has been said and published about it that it will be 5, 10, or 15 years 
before any bypassing will take place, but so far as we know, no official of the 
highway department or the Bureau of Public Roads has made a definite statement 
which year that will be. 

We have seen a glaring example of limited access, and fencing of right-of- 
way in New Mexico and have been informed by our State highway engineer of 
a case near Benson, where a roadside business was fenced up and practically 
put out of business by having a fence built right up against and by the buildings. 

We believe the Members of Congress who voted for the act did so in good 
faith that it would be fair to all parts of the country, but now it develops that 
our Western States are in a different catagory than the Sates east and some 
west of the Mississippi River, that are not interested in tourist business. 

We feel, this highway will mean just building a bridge across Arizona, for 
people living on the west coast and in the east. 

The people of northern Arizona, and I think all Arizona, will appreciate any- 
thing you may be able to do to secure amendments to the present act to make it 
more applicable to Arizona, and the other Western States. 

Thanking you in advance and with best personal regards and best wishes 
for your continued good health, I remain, 

Respectfully yours, 
F. R. GoopMAN, 
Chairman, Highways Committee. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAMS ( ARIZ.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE CONCERNING PUBLIC LAW 
627, FepERAL-AlIp HigHWwaAy Act OF 1956 


The people of northern Arizona, and the town of Williams in particular, feel 
that the proposed system of Federal-aid highways is intended to benefit all sections 
of the country; however, we also believe that different States and sections of 
the Nation have problems and conditions which are not alike. Arizona is a 
sparsely populated State, and the northern part of Arizona, along present High- 
way 66, is even more sparsely populated than the southern part of the State. 
From 1940 to 1957 population density of Coconino County, in which Williams and 
Flagstaff are located, increased from 1 to approximately 1.7 persons per square 
mile. 

From the New Mexico border to the California border, there are but eight towns 
of any size at all, and they are widely separated. Distances from Williams to 
the other seven towns are: To Holbrook, 124 miles; to Joseph City, 114 miles; 
to Winslow, 92 miles; to Flagstaff, 34 miles; to Ashfork, 17 miles; to Seligman, 
42 miles; to Kingman, 130 miles. 

Whereas many sections of the country are heavily populated, with towns and 
cities close together, deriving business from the many industries, farms, mines 
ete., surrounding the cities and towns, northern Arizona has a condition which 
does not correspond to that in many of the eastern and midwestern sections of 
the country. The town of Williams depends largely upon tourist travel for its 
existence. The land around the town produces only timber and a small amount 
of flagstone, in addition to the use of privately owned and Forest Service lands 
for livestock grazing during 6 months of the year. Kaibab National Forest 
completely surrounds the town, with private holdings scattered through the 
forest and limited in extent. Should the tourist industry fail for any reason, 
the effect would be similar to discontinuance of farming or manufacturing in 
other sections of the country. 
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In 1955, in conference with State highway officials, the town agreed to divide 
east and westbound traffic, using one main street for eastbound and another 
main street, 1 block north, for westbound traffic. The division of traffic was 
accomplished in August 1957, after widening and repaving one street. The 
town agreed to this division because of an implied promise that such a move 
would preclude any need for a bypass highway around Williams. 

A brief economic history of the town of Williams shows that the Saginaw 
Lumber Co., of Saginaw, Mich., acquired timber rights to 1 million acres of land 
in the vicinity of Williams in 1893, and operated successfully until the latter 
1930's, at which time, due to depletion of timber, the mill began moving to Flag- 
staff, Ariz., ceasing operation in 1942. 

During the period 1893-1942, the economic status of Williams depended largely 
upon the lumber mill and railroad payrolls, plus business derived from supplying 
a few farmers and cattle and sheep ranches. 

The railroad employed about 125 men in 1945, which number has declined to 
about 57 in 1957. 

After the Saginaw mill was removed, business declined somewhat, but the 
establishment of Navajo Ordnance Depot at Bellemont, Ariz., approximately 18 
miles east of Williams, partially filled the payroll vacuum. 

A small lumber mill was built, which also contributes to the town’s economy ; 
however, its operation is subject to a fluctuating market, from both price and 
demand standpoint; when the market falls or demand is lessened, it is very 
difficult for the mill to compete with larger ones. Due to climatic conditions, the 
operation of the mill is seasonal ; it does not operate the entire year. 

In 1920 the first tourist accommodations were established and with improved 
automobiles and roads, more motels and courts were built, the last two completed 
in 1956-57. 

In 1945 there were about 119 units provided for travelers; in 1957 there were 
400. At replacement cost of $8,500 per unit, this represents an investment of 
$3,400,000, for this one segment of the business establishment devoted entirely 
to serving the traveling public. 

The statistics given below will show the extent of dependence which the town 
of Williams has upon highway traftic: 


Gross receipts of business related to tourist services, receipts derived 
directly from travelers including motels, hotel, restaurants, curio 


SEUTOR, WASOTNG: DENTON, TOO 6 6 kien cin ensnces wuimincas QO, 100: 000 
Payroll data, 1957, covering lumber mill, railroad, truce klines, ‘natural 

gas company, Forest Service (estimated) telephone company___ ~~ 900, 000 
Payroll data (estimated) covering employees on farms, ranches, 

quarries, 1957..__.~_- - See heed ee Reg cneivenicteente aes ita lena 100, 000 


Gross receipts of businesses which depend upon trade developed with 

employees of businesses serving traveling public, 1957 (estimated)_ 4, 200, 000 
Total assessed valuation of school district in which Williams is lo- 

GR SG ene om eer ee te ara eee aetna sciengceccpakectebipgrmccwigcemeeeeen, | aie aE 


BOnGen mceanene Of SCN0Gl CIBITICC. Kn eee ewe ens emen 601, 000 
Total assesed valuation of town of Williams, 1957___----__________ 1, 498, 660 
sonded indebtedness town of Williams, 1957-----_.-_____________- 368, 000 
Actual (not assessed) value of property within town limits of Wil- 
SN CARN TIO TO n-a. soccccekegscincinn os Seceeheind acne ona aaterionkapanetin sed ahammar ante 9, 200, 000 


Taxes derived from the town of Williams represent a considerable amount. 
The retirement of bonded indebtedness of the town and school district depends 
upon the continued prosperity of the town. The chamber of commerce of Wil- 
liams and the residents, therefore, are protesting any bypassing of the town. 
We believe that removal of the highway from the town will have only one result— 
a serious and permanent decline in total income, loss of investment in facilities 
devoted to caring for the traveling public, and eventual devaluation of all 
property within the town. Many of the residents have their entire economic 
past and future invested in the town, and removal of the highway would mean 
bankruptcy. 

Controlled access from a highway will not serve. The majority of travelers 
have never heard of Williams. They are completely unaware of the accomoda- 
tions and services offered until they are actually in the town. 

We do not desire to attempt to impose limitations upon the intent of Public 
Law 627 respecting the importance of national defense, nor the anticipated 
reduction of traffic accidents and consequent saving of life and property. We do 
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feel that these results will be accomplished by improvement of highways between 
towns and cities in Arizona. There has not been a traffic fatality involving 
collision of two or more automotive vehicles in the town limits of Williams for 
12 years. There is almost no congestion on the part of the present highway 
passing through Williams and total time saved by any automotive vehicle bypass- 
ing the town would not amount to more than 2 or 3 minutes. 

The chamber of commerce and the citizens of Williams desire to go on record 
as supporting the statement of the northern Arizona delegation as to the necessity 
= revision of certain portions of Public Law 627 Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956. 

The citizens of Williams are grateful for this opportunity to make known their 
views and urge that every consideration be given to this vitally important matter. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas we consider the economy of our communities to be of paramount 
importance; and 

Whereas there is at present a plan on the part of the Government of the United 
States in conjunction with the State of Arizona to construct an Interstate and 
Defense Highway across Arizona; and 

Whereas it appears that such Interstate and Defense Highway may be con- 
structed without regard to the economy of the towns affected thereby; and 

Whereas no satisfactory report on the proposed alinement of this Interstate 
and Defense Highway has been made available to localities concerned: There- 
fore, be it 

Resolwed, That the towns of Bowie and San Simon in the State of Arizona 
hereby go on record as opposed to any construction program and to withhold 
agreement to any such construction program until such time as the suggested 
elinement as submitted by the aforementioned towns has been openly considered 
and an opportunity given the towns of Bowie and San Simon to present their 
reasons for the objections to the present proposed alinement. 


W. I. WELKER, 
President, Bowie Chamber of Commerce. 
H. H. DoNsTEeEp, 
Secretary, Bowie Chamber of Commerce. 
This 18th day of December 1957. 


SUPPLEMENT TO RESOLUTION BY THE BOWIE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE UNDER DATE OF 
DECEMBER 13, 1957 


The Bowie Chamber of Commerce does not oppose the plan for an Interstate 
and Defense Highway ; we stand ready to support any project that may be con- 
strued to benefit the citizens of Arizona and the entire United States. The 
plan we propose for the construction of the Interstate and Defense Highway 
does not in any manner jeopardize the public welfare but tends to serve the 
users of the Highway System by offering to them the convenience of roadside 
service such as is now established for the convenience of the motoring public 
by the towns of Bowie and San Simon. 

A new alinement is now under consideration by the State highway department 
which would completely neutralize the advantages offered the motoring public 
by the towns of Bowie and San Simon. This alinement may be identified as 
the “north alinement,” being identified by a new survey beginning at the Southern 
Pacific line station known as Vanar, thence in a westerly direction approximately 
31 miles to a point identified as Luzena. This alinement takes a course ap- 
proximately 4,500 feet north of the Southern Pacific line and the towns of Bowie 
and San Simon, Ariz. It will be noted from the survey now on file that no sav- 
ing in distance is effected by this north alinement. It will be further noted 
that the terrain under the north alinement does not lend itself to any savings 
in highway construction as compared to the present State Highway No. 86. 
Should the Interstate and Defense Highway be built on the north alinement it 
would create parallel highways within 1 mile of each other and would create 
a maintenance problem of an additional 31 miles of highway, an unnecessary 
burden on the State. It would have the further effect of isolating that portion 
of farming and grazing land lying between the proposed north alinement and 
the Southern Pacific main line, making it impractical to operate such lands 
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for the purpose now being used, involving as it would, cattle crossings. water- 
ways for agricultural irrigation, dividing and separating farms and ranches 
from their present manner of operating. This situation would not prevail if 
the present State Highway. No. 86 alinement were used. 

We must consider the convenience of the State agricultural and vehicle in- 
spection service now maintained at our State borders. 

In recent years a new checking station was built near San Simon which 
amply cares for the needs of that service. If the Interstate and Defense High- 
way were built on the north alinement it would be necessary to construct two 
new checking stations at the New Mexico State line due to the proposed routing 
of traffic over the Interstate. This presupposes two additional full-time in- 
spection crews plus an estimated cost of $400.000 for the 2 additional stations. 
We do not here intend to discuss the engineering advantages, nor do we admit 
to such advantages, of this proposed alinement. 

We have on file with the State highway department an alternate plan which 
would accommodate any anticipated increase in highway travel for some years 
to come. We respectfully urge consideration of this proposal on the part of the 
residents and taxpayers of the area surrounding Bowie and San Simon. It is 
the wish of the people within the communities that the present Highway No. 
86 be brought up to standard and used as the main highway until such time 
as increased traffic indicates the need for a “fringe loop.” When that time 
comes to warrant a resurvey of the situation we will gladly discuss a plan for the 
bypassing of the business districts. 

The presently proposed plan, the north alinement would serve to completely 
isolate the towns of Bowie and San Simon. 

It would further inconvenience the motoring public by creating a stretch of 
highway approximately 80 miles in length, Lordsburg, N. Mex. to Willcox, Ariz., 
without an opportunity for roadside service. It would thereby destroy the 
economy of these two towns. 

It has been suggested by our representatives in Washington that we must con- 
sider the fact that the Government is supplying 90 percent of the funds for this 
construction. We are well aware of the fact that the small towns along with 
all othér taxpayers have contributed their share making it possible for the Gov- 
ernment to enter upon this tremendous undertaking. We are under the im- 
pression that the entire country arose from the beginnings of these small towns 
and communities. We are reluctant to place ourselves in the position of second- 
class citizens nor do we expect to release our heritage to the will of other in- 
terests which may have arisen as a result of our very efforts. 

Let us keep in mind that the Interstate and Defense Highway will be built 
through funds contributed by all the peoples of the United States. It is there- 
fore ours to build and ours to maintain for all time to come. 

We do not agree that we are being given something for nothing. We are 
being given a super highway that will become the expense of the State of 
Arizona to maintain for all time. If we are to support the construction through 
our taxation plan and then to maintain the project from State fuuds we feel 
that we must be entitled to some of the benefits from our investment. 

We sincerely feel that the State Highway Commission might well contact the 
representatives of the various communities to discuss with them an alinement 
that would serve the motoring public to the best advantage and yet preserve 
the economy of the towns along its route. 

In view of these facts we are definitely opposed to any further consideration 
of the so-called “north alinement.” 

Compiled and submitted by: 

H. H. Donstep, Manager. 


[Telegram] 


Envoy, Ariz., February 25, 1858. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


City council and taxpayers appearing unanimously oppose bypassing of town 
by proposed Interstate Highway and further oppose controlled access feature 
within communities. 

Carios G. MEnpoza, Mayor. 
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BENSON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Benson, Ariz., February 18, 1858. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senator, Arizona, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: Since it will not be possible for Benson Chamber 
of Commerce to have personal representation at the hearing before the Public 
Roads Subcommittee on the Interstate Highway System, we greatly appreciate 
your kind offer to present our views at that time—February 24 and 25. 

The Benson Chamber of Commerce realizes that bypassing of all cities and 
towns on the Interstate System is inevitable. Whether this will be good or 
bad for those communities is an academic question. We merely hope that this 
can be done with the least possible damage to our tourist enterprises. 

We have already been informed, and promised, by our State engineer, that 
our bypass roads will be completely fenced, and that no new businesses will be 
allowed to locate with access to them. If this is done, each community should 
have an equal chance to benefit by the tourist dollar. We feel that this promise 
should be carried out to the last letter. If Howard Johnson, or his western 
counterpart, is allowed to wiggle his way into some choice locations the result 
will be disaster for thousands of established enterprises. 

Further, the access roads should be located, if possible in such a way that the 
tourist can see the towns at the interchanges, and as close to the towns as good 
engineering will permit. The takeoff roads to the towns should be attractive 
and well signed. 

Finally, the bypass roads should be opened as near the same time as possible. 
We realize that these roads cannot all be built on the same day, but they could 
be built and closed to travel; opening them at nearly the same time. If one 
community should be bypassed years before the rest, it would be grossly unfair 
to that community. 

We sincerely thank you for representing us at this very important hearing. 

Most cordially, 
LOGAN DERostrr, Chairman. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
February 28, 1958. 
Mr. J. G. O’CoNNoR, 
Manager, Chamber of Commerce, 
Gallup, N. Mez. 

DeaR Mr. O'Connor: Thank you very much for your letter in which you set 
forth the views of your organization on the problems created when highway 
projects bypass communities and towns. 

This. question was recently the subject of hearings before the Subcommittee 
on Public Roads, and I am taking the liberty of filing your letter with the sub- 
committee in order that the views expressed therein will be available to the 
members. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT GORE. 


GALLUP-MCKINLEY CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Gallup, N. Mewx., February 21, 1958. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Com- 
mittee of Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: We have been advised by representatives of neighboring communi- 
ties of the hearing on February 24, in regards to the bypass, before your 
committee. 

As a community in the western part of the United States that is located on a 
major transcontinental highway (U. S. 66), in a sparsely settled area, we have 
a deep concern in this matter. We would like to take this opportunity to sub- 
mit, for the committee’s consideration, the following matters: 

1. No bypass should be contemplated in any community until a thorough study 
of the economic value of the present traffic flow is determined and evaluated. 
It is a known fact that many of the western communities depend for the 
majority of their annual gross income upon the traveling public. 
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2. After a thorough study has been made, both sides of the question should be 
aired publicly and hearings should be called in the communities concerned. 

3. If, after the study is made and the hearing is completed, it is deemed neces- 
sary and advisable to proceed with bypass plans, then the plan should be pro- 
gramed in an orderly manner so that the individuals and businesses directly 
affected have adequate time to either liquidate their holdings or to adjust their 
business practices to the new condition. 

4. We would further submit that if a bypass is deemed absolutely essential 
to the success of the highway program, the following items be incorporated into 
a bypass policy: 

(a) Bypass routing and engineering to be completed as soon as possible. 

(b) Right-of-way to be acquired at earliest possible date at most reasonable 
cost to protect completion of program. 

(c) Control of access in west to be studied judiciously so that access regu- 
lations will be strong enough to protect property owners and the life of the 
highways, but flexible enough so that iron clad access regulations will not 
constrict the growth potential of any given community (it is a fact that in 
many western communities, although there are immense masses of open land, 
due to large Federal holdings the actual land use for growth development is 
extremely limited). 

(d@) All city-piercing routes and urban projects must be completed prior to 
any bypass consideration. 

(e) All bypass construction should be postponed until the final period of the 
Federal highway program. 

(f) All bypass construction, if possible, should be done simultaneously. 
(It appears obvious that the person or community bypassed early in the pro- 
gram will suffer serious financial reverses and, conversely, that the person 
or community bypassed late in the program will make important financial gains 
both as to a longer period of operation and higher price for the property at 
the end of the program than would be justified at the beginning). In view 
of this, it would seem that if the bypassing cannot be completed simultaneously, 
then the acquisition of the right-of-way of property should be negotiated simul- 
taneously. Otherwise, we are bolstering a false economic value that has been 
artificially created as a direct result of the highway program, a matter which 
has given deep concern to all thinking persons connected with highway matters. 

(7g) We would further recommend that in all cases of bypass a definite plan 
for early indentification of through town routes be provided. These markings 
should be located sufficiently in advance of interchanges and/or turnoffs to give 
the driver sufficient time to make his decision in advance of arrival at any inter- 
change. 

These remarks are respectfully submitted in the hope that they will serve 
as a guide to the creation, either of an amendment to the present highway bill 
alleviating a serious problem in the sparsely settled Western States, or as 
a possible reinterpretation of the present law which might be passed down to 
the various representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads in the Western States. 

Thanking you in advance for your consideration of this matter, I remain, 

J. G. O’ConNoR, Manager. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 1958 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington D. C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:45 a. m., 
in room 412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Albert Gore, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present : Senators Gore and Scott. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will come to order. 

While in New Jersey last evening, I talked with Governor Meyner, 
who told me that his State highway department had made a study 
of the amount of money expended for highway construction that went 
into labor—payment of wages. I would like to read this, Governor 
Blair: 

It is estimated that labor involved, directly and indirectly, in highway con- 
struction accounts for approximately 90 percent of its cost. This is arrived at 
as follows: Direct labor on the job, 40 percent; labor in the production of mate- 
rials, 30 percent plus; labor in the production of equipment, 10 percent plus; 
engineering, transportation, etc., 10 percent minus. 

In other words, according to the estimate of Governor Meyner and 
Commissioner Palmer, for every dollar spent in highway construc- 
tion, 90 cents goes to the payment of wages of Americans to work. 

Do you have any estimates from your experience as Governor of 
Missouri ? 





STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES T. BLAIR, JR., GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI, ACCOMPANIED BY REX WHITTON, CHIEF 
ENGINEER, MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Governor Buarr. I have some experience and some figures from the 
chief highway engineer, who is here. Our figures are approximately 
the same as New Jersey’s, about 90 percent. 

Senator Gore. I would like the record to show that Governor 
Stratton, of Illinois, was likewise invited to appear before the com- 
mittee this morning. 

With these preliminaries, Governor Blair, the committee wili be 
very pleased to hear you, and is honored that you have appeared. 

Governor Buarr. Thank you very much. 

Would the committee permit Mr. Whitton, the chief engineer, to 
sit here with me so I won't get off on the technicalities ? 

Senator Gore. Certainly. 

Governor Bratr. Mr. Chairman, it is a great privilege to appear 
before a senatorial committee on any question. It is particularly a 
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privilege today to appear before this committee because the problems 
that you are working with so greatly affect the program all over the 
United States. 

Missouri—and, incidentally, Governor Stratton asked me, in prin- 
ciple, to speak for him on yesterday, and said that we are in agree- 
ment on it 

Senator Gore. Fine. Then he is appearing through you. 

Governor Buarr. In effect, yes. 

Senator Gore. My office was notified that the Governor had in- 
tended to appear but was compelled to return to Illinois, I believe 
this morning or last evening. I am delighted to know that you are 
speaking for him. 

Governor Brarr. Sir, it is a bipartisan approach. 

Senator Gorp. So is the highway program. 

Governor Briar. If I may be permitted to talk largely about Mis- 
souri, because that I know more about than the general proposition, 
I will devote most of my time to a discussion of its situation. 

Missouri is particularly interested at the present time and disturbed 
by the proposed raids on the trust fund which constitute, in our opin- 
ion, dispersion or diversion of highway user taxes which ought to 
be devoted to the building of roads. Weare also disturbed about the 
extension of time for the completion of the program as set forth in 
the 1956 act. We are very disturbed about that. Also the extension 
of the interstate mileage beyond the 41,000 miles contemplated in the 
1956 act. And reimbursement for relocation of utilities on our high- 
way system, and reimbursement to States for toll roads, especially if 
they continue to collect tolls. 

In Missouri we need roads now, and not a further postponement 
of the program. 

The original act, as I recall, provided a period of some 15 years, 
3 years of which have been allocated to the States. Missouri has 
1,095 miles of Interstate Highway System, over 100 miles of which is 
completed or under construction. We have 31,000 miles of the ABC 
program. 

We, of course, are very much opposed to the extension to 21 years 
or to 24 years. We do not believe that the Byrd amendment, which 
is being used by the administration as an excuse to attempt to extend 
the term of the construction period, provides any need for doing it. 
It is merely an excuse. 

Senator Gorr. In other words, the budget could have provided 
either for additional appropriations to the trust fund or the dedica- 
tion of additional revenue from the highway user taxes to the fund? 

Governor Buatr. No question about it in my judgment. And it 
is our theory that that ought to be done. 

We have had some experience in Missouri with the attempt to divert 
State highway users’ taxes. Missouri, for a long period of time, 
worked on a 2-cent gasoline tax and only in the last “BY, 6 years have we 
been charging 3 cents. The reason for that, and the reason that it 
was made possible, is that in 1928, when we wrote the $75 million 
bond proposal, we put into the constitution an added diversionary 
period so that no highway user funds could be diverted for any other 
purpose. So well did it work that we paid the highway bonds on time, 
and then in 1945 we carried it over into the constitution by providing 
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that it stand appropriated without further legislative action to the 
road fund, and could be spent for the following purposes, and spelled 
them out, and none other. It has been a very satisfactory thing. 

It has always been a worry to me and to people interested in roads 
inmy country ‘that the Federal Government would take highway users 
funds, as they do in some other States, and divert them to the general 
uses of general revenue. We believe that this is a special tax for a 
partic ular purpose, and ought to be used on roads and roads aleae. 

We do not think that the Department of Labor, the labor for col- 
lection of it, or anything of the sort ought to be paid out of those 
funds, because to do that you delay the road program, and you make 
it cost more because administration is necessarily in a democracy 
mildly wasteful and inefficient, and the money that was intended by 
the Congress to go to the construction of this Interstate Highway 
System will not go to the system. Too much of it will go for admin- 
istration. 

Missouri has this year in overall contracts for roads—or will have— 
$120 million in expenditures. As I said a moment ago, more than 
a hundred miles of the Interstate System is under construction or is 
completed. 

Missouri is fortunate. We are in a financial situation where we can 
put under contract on the Interstate System $25 million more this year 
if we could get the money, which would make $79 million of that 
system that we can put under contract. 

The Interstate System for the calendar year 1959 we can put under 
construetion and we can construct $100 million worth of that system, 
and $100 million each year. We have the money or now in sight, ready 
to pay our matching part, as we have the money for the ABC systems. 

Senator Gore. What did you say about the ABC? 

Governor Bratr. For the next 3 years we have the money to match 
the ABC systems. 

Senator Gore. In other words, if the Congress increased immedi- 
ately apportionment of the primary, secondary, and urban highways, 
Missouri would be prepared to match a substantial sum and enter into 
contracts right away ? 

Governor Brair. That is correct. As a matter of fact, if we could 
get the increased apportionment, it would put work in every county 
of the State. 

In talking about this road program furnishing work, of course that 
is a fine thing. It is one of the primary purposes of the Congress, 
fam sure. But I hope that the Congress will never gear the road 
program to the economy. That could be a cats istrophe because in bad 
times we would get more money, and in good times they would cut 
the road program back, which we don’t think is the right way to do 
it. We need roads now. Not in the future, but right this minute 
Missouri needs roads. We are prepared to pay our proportionate 
part of the financing, and we can put the Interstate System into opera- 
tion. We can put a great many projects into being within the next 
60 or 90 days. Our planning is done. 

Senator Gore. It would have the virtue of providing employment, 
wouldn’t it ? 

Governor Briatr. Unquestionably. But that is an auxiliary or an- 
cillary proceeding in which we are very interested. 
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Senator Gore. Which is needed badly now. 

Governor Buarr. Yes. As a matter fact, we have 65,000 and more 
people unemployed in the city of St. Louis, in its area. 

Senator Gore. I noticed in one of the St. Louis papers Sunday 
morning that the St. Louis Housing Authority, I believe it was, had 
filed 192 eviction petitions in the month of February because people 
couldn’t pay their rent. 

“Governor Buiarr. That is correct. We have over 35,000 people 
unemployed in Kansas City and its environs. We have more than 
37,000 people in the 7 counties in southeastern Missouri who are 
largely subsisting on surplus commodities. Ford-Mercury shut down, 
Western Electric told us last week that they were not going to extend 
their plant further. So that we really have a very serious ‘unemploy : 
ment problem. 

But as serious as it is, Senator, I hope I can make myself as plain 
as I can that the road program ought not to be geared to the economy. 
It might be a temporary “help, but it would destroy the long-range 
road program, in my judgment, because the temptation would be im- 
mediately, as times got better, to cut the program way back and say 
you don’t need it now. 

So while it would provide employment, much-needed employment, 
the two ought not to be geared together but ought to be separate 
proposals, as we see it. 

The 50-50 matching program we are able to handle for the next 2 
or 3 years. Our people are so interested in the road program that 
the discussions I have had around the State lead me to believe that 
there would be no difficulty even if we required more money to match 
the Federal funds. There would be no real difficulty in providing that 
money. 

Under the ABC program we get $23,657,000 in 1958. In 1959 we 
get $24,031,000. In 1960 we get $94 560.000, As a matter of fact, 
that is a decrease with the rising costs. The addition will hardly pay 
the rising costs of construction. 

Senator Gorr. Are you saying that this projected stretchout is a 
more severe reduction than is at first apparent ? 

Governor Biatr. Yes, I am, sir. 

Senator Gore. Will you explain that? 

Governor Biatr. You see, whether we like it or not, there is a con- 
tinued increase in the cost of construction in Missouri. Nationally 
it is the same thing. That is one of the excuses that people in govern- 
ment are using for the stretchout and the raising of their sights for 
the total amount of the construction. I think that both systems ought 
to be stepped up if it is at all possible, and I think it is. Certainly 
the Interstate System ought to be stepped up. I have discussed it with 
my people in Missouri. 

‘We are in a condition where we believe that instead of the 13 years 
as originally planned, we can finance and handle a program, a com- 
pletion of the program in 10 or 11 years, and we are very interested 
that that be done, because, as you know, Senator, if they extend this 
program to 21 or 24 years, every road we have built in the last 3 years 
and the roads we will build in the next 3 years will be obsolete before 
the system is completed. That is the very nature of it. 
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We ought to—in my judgment and the judgment of the officials 
in Missouri—if possible shorten the time, or at least require it to stay 
at 13 years in order that the program may be completed and not 
stretched out. 

Senator Gorr. You are saying, then, that irrespective of the con- 
dition of our economy, the need for highway improvement is such 
that we should accelerate or at the very minimum keep the highway 
program on schedule ? 

Governor Bua. The answer to that is “Yes,” but I should like to 
make some explanation of it. 

We need hae roads, military roads and roads for the general 
economy. In Missouri, 91 percent of all farm products produced 
there are trucked to their original market. It is 89 percent, as I under- 
stand it, as a national average. 

With the farm economy in the position it is, what greater trouble 
can we give the man who produces the fibers and sinews of this country 
than to say to him, “You can’t have an all-weather road to transport 
your commodities to the market to take advantage of the market sit- 
uation as it rises and falls in price.” 

So I think it ought to be accelerated and certainly not go below the 
present period of 13 years. 

Senator Gorn. Governor, if we maintain the 13-year schedule, and 
if we assume that the estimates of cost which your highway department 
and others have submitted are correct, then the projected schedule 
of apportionment in the 1956 act itself would be inadequate to main- 
tain the schedule because of the increased cost. 

Governor Buair. That may be true, sir. I think that is right. 

As you know, in the last 3 years we have used the two-thirds popu- 
lation—one-sixth area, and one-sixth rural post roads—apportionment, 
and under that apportionment the factor, so far as Missouri is con- 
cerned, is 2.679. Under the new apportionment, which will come into 
being in 1960, under the need or the cost, whichever you call it— 
it is very much the same thing—the factor will be 2.853. So that 
Missouri wouldn’t seriously be injured under either factor; but there 
are many States that would be. Some States have been getting more 
than they needed and some States will get very much less than 
they need under the new apportionment theory. 

As a matter of fact, under the present apportionment theory Mis- 
souri got $54 million this year, and will be cut back to $45 million 
even though there is a change in the factor. That is on the one-sixth 
apportionment, of course. 

We have already contracted in Missouri—we are 1 of the 8 States— 
all of the 1958 money, and we have started contracting 1959 and will 
have finished the contracting under the interstate program by July 1. 
So we are in a position in Missouri where we need the roads and need 
them now, where we have the money in sight and can finance them and 
are well ahead of the program. 

We think seriously it ought to be accelerated. We are convinced 
that in our situation—and I am certain a great many other States 
are in the same situation—we could do it in 10 years instead of 13 
if we have to, and we would be glad to make the effort. 

Eighty-five percent of the ABC money for 1958 has already been 
contracted or will be contracted before the year is out. 








454 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


We have in Missouri our own 10-year program of $550 million, 
and we are now in the 6th year of that program. We have 31,000 
miles tice maintenance in Missouri. 

We could provide a very fine shot in the arm to the economy. And 
most important, it would not be a make-work job, because at the end 
of the time we would be provided with a very fine highway system 
which is something very frequently you don’t get from shots in the 
arm and attempts by the Government to brace up the economy. They 
use things which can be put into force pretty quickly. 

We could put a great deal of this work into contracts in the next 
90 days if we had the money. We could put work in every county in 
Missouri on highway construction. 

Senator Gore. Do you know if the same can be said by the Governor 
of Illinois? Did you discuss with him this particular point ¢ 

Governor Buarr. I think in principle, yes sir. I can’t tell you the 
exact dollars. But in principle they can handle it exactly as we can. 

Senator Gorr. I must say that I am very much concerned about 
the condition of the economy, as I know you are from our talk Satur- 
day night in St. Louis. 

Can you think of any public-work program in which a larger per- 
centage of the cost would be translated into jobs for people than 
highway construction ? 

Governor Buair. No, sir, and I can’t think of any public works 
project that would bring the permanent improvement that such a 
program would bring. 

Senator Gore. That is No. 2; I was going to ask you. 

Third, can you think of any public works program on which there 
is more nearly complete advanced planning and which therefore could 
be put under earlier contract than highway construction / 

Governor Bram. No, sir, I know of nothing that would compare 
with it. As to my State, we are away ahead of the hounds. We have 
been working on it. We are among the first to put under contract 
work on the Interstate System, small portions of the Interstate Sys- 
tem. I think we were the first State. We were ready at the time that 
the first allocation was made. We are ready with a great deal of it 
now. We could easily take the $25 million if we could get it and put 
it under contract this year as an additional money for the Interstate 
Highway System. We can put it to work right away. 

W e have a very interesting thing, and it is apropos of the situation 
in the economy. The last two lettings of the highway department 
were 21 percent below the estimate, and 17 percent below the esti- 
mate, and the highway department is real tough. We have a fine 
highway department. And that indicates a saving of almost $5 mil- 
lion for us. 

Our chief engineer was recently president of the highway engi- 
neers’ group. We have 5,500 employees, more than 700 of which have 
been working in the department more than 25 years, through all ad- 
ministrations, Democratic and Republican. No Governor has ever 
taken, at any time, the right to interfere with the operation of the 
highway department, and for the next 3 years I won't either. 

Senator Gore, As you know, Senator Scott was a very fine and 
progressive and effective Governor of the State of North Carolina. 
During his administration there was a vigorous highway-improve- 
ment program put into effect in North Carolina. 
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I yield to him now for any questions that he may have. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your comments. I am 
on some other committees and you know what is doing there. I am 
on one—and I reckon you have heard of it—the Post Office Committee. 

Governor Biatr. Yes, Senator, I have heard of it. 

Senator Scorr. From what I understand they plan to revamp a 
good many of the post offices, in my State and yours too, I imagine. 

Governor Buarr. Yes, sir; we are already letting some contracts 
for air conditioning small post offices. 

Senator Scorr. That also would put some folks to work. 

I agree with you that the road program is most important. I was 
thinking of this overall picture. If they would really get down to 
business and get going, I don’t see any need for any depression at 
all, as we know it, or even a recession. You can put folks to work if 
you will just get going on these things. 

I noticed on television the other day some comment that the Presi- 
dent himself mentioned irrigation projects and building of dams of one 
kind or another for small watersheds. In our State we are very much 
behind on that. I am very much interested in that and I imagine 
that you have some of those problems in your State. 

Governor Biatr. Yes, I have. I have projects before me now for 
review. 

Senator Scorr. At one time I had occasion to be in your State buying 
cattle. I got shut off by the floods you had there, and I almost never 
got home. <A lot of folks wished Ihadn’t. | Laughter. | 

I am aware of the fact that you not only have good cattle out there 
and I tried to get some of them and did get them—but you have a great 
farming country. I can understand what you need to do along that 
line. 

I am also interested in what you had to say about getting cattle to 
market on time. In one way or another we are going to be confronted 
with this question of humane slaughter of cattle, and I imagine you 
have heard of that. 

Governor Biatr. Yes, I have heard of it. 

Senator Scorr. As far as I am concerned, we are so far behind on 
what we need to do on everything, and folks are so confused in every 
direction, that I am inclined to let that ride a little bit because I think 
that by the time they can get some of these other things going our 
people will be so conttiiond that they won’t know what they are doing. 

I sell my cattle, what little I have, to a local butcher. We agree 
pretty well on prices. I ought to save this talk for the humane- 
slaughter people because I am going to vote against it. The boy 
from my hometown was butchering my cattle. I had sold him a lot 
of cattle and he was cutting off some steaks for hamburgers. I knew 
him real well, and knew his father before him. He has a good little 
slaughtering place there, sanitary in every respect, but he was cutting 
me some steak to make hamburgers, and I was going to pay him for the 
wrapping paper. 

He said, “I ought not to charge you'for this wrapping paper, since 
we have been de: ling together, but Tam just so hard up, if you wanted 
to do it I am going to ‘take it.” And it wasn’t but about 20 or 30 
cents, but he f igured 1 it that close. 
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I told him about these humane people. There have been more folks 
in my office on humane slaughter than anything else except perhaps 
pay TV. 

I told the lady that came to see me from New York that I thought 
it was rather inhumane the way they were treating us Senators. 
[ Laughter. ] 

This fellow took that 20 cents for the wrapping paper. He said, 
“T am just so hard up here trying to make ends meet”—and he has a 
nice place—“I just can hardly make it.” 

He knows how to get a hog butchered, and I think he could make 
out with the system he knows how to handle, and we have other things 
to do than to mess with that. I think we will catch up on that some- 
time or other.. My observation about humane slaughter is that we 
need to be aware of it and aware of the need of it, but I think it will 
work itself out. When we get all this other business going, we will 
be able to do something about humane slaughter. 

I am sort of rambling around, Governor Blair. You have a big 
problem, and I am with you on what you have had to say. 

Governor Buatr. Thank you, sir. I am glad you brought that agri- 
cultural problem up because I have not emphasized it as strongly 
as I should have. Since you did, maybe I can discuss the situation in 
Missouri in a minute, and it won’t be over a minute. 

Agriculture is our only billion-dollar industry in Missouri. 
Strangely enough for Missouri, our greatest cash crop is beans or cot- 
ton, in alternate years. We have had very bad weather in the area 
where they raise cotton. We have had about 98 inches of rain, and 
there cotton was out and they are in trouble. In southwestern Missouri 
the drought got us. While our sister State of Kansas got millions of 
dollars we couldn’t get one thin dime to help agriculture in Missouri. 
Benson wouldn’t give us a nickel. Excuse me—Mr. Benson. 

We are in trouble there and any further difficulties are being put on 
the farm community by not having roads of the right kind to take 
advantage of any market conditions to transport farm commodities. 
It bears very heavily on the only billion-dollar industry we have in 
Missouri. 

We think the road problem is a tremendous one and tremendously 
important to those people because, when they go down the drain, we in 
Missouri feel it, and every country town feels it. The costs of transpor- 
tation bear very heavily on their ability to make a profit out of their 
farms. 

The highway department can, in addition to providing work, which 
is ancillary, help the general situation. 

With respect to the post office program or any of the other programs 
which I have heard discussed or read about here in Washington, the 
difficulty is that it takes from 6 to 18 months to get the plans on the 
board. Particularly is that true of renovation of ‘old buildings. It is 
the delay that is important in this thing, as you pointed out. 

What we need is now, and not next year or the year afterward, 
because the thing will be over by then. We need a program that can 
put people to work now. 

Senator Scorr. In that connection, Governor Blair, all these things 
that we know we need to do, every little thing that we have been talk- 
ing about here, if we could get going on them, there wouldn’t be any 
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need for a depression, or even a recession. The Government doesn’t get 
excited about anything, it doesn’t look like. 

Governor Buair. Not very much. 

I would like to talk, Mr. Chairman, just a minute more on this 
question of reimbursement for relocation of utilities on our highway 
system in Missouri and in other States, and reimbursement for States 
for tol] roads, especially if they continue to collect tolls. I oppose 
that very strenuously, and do it for a number of reasons. 

In the first place, where they bought the right-of-way, condemned 
the property, they haven’t any interest actually in it. In Missouri 
we are in a different situation. When the centennial road law was laid 
out in 1920, and subsequent amendments put to it, the utilities down 
Highway 40 from Kansas to St. Louis and other places were granted 
the right, free, to use the rights-of-way to locate their equipment. 
What a silly thing now, after they have used it all these years, free, 
without any expense, to talk about paying for the relocation, if it 
becomes necessary, of something that they came in voluntarily and 
put there. That is nota proper road expense. 

Senator Scorr. In that connection, a lot of small companies—and 
I am not talking about the major utilities, and you may not have 
them in your State, these little cooperatives of one kind or another— 
wouldn’t you force some of them to go bankrupt ! 

Governor Buarr. Most of them are not on highway rights-of-way. 
They may be on some of the farm-to-market roads, the secondary 
roads. The moving of their equipment is not a big problem. It is 
on the major ABC where the problem will come and where it will 
cost us a lot of money. We don’t believe we ought to have to pay 
that. 

Senator Scorr. I agree on that thought. But don’t you, for na- 
tional defense, want those boys to get to the highways ? 

Governor Buair. Do you mean the people coming across the roads ? 

Senator Scorr. No; I am talking about utilities. I am not a utility 
man. From the discussion I heard of it, the big utilities could take 
care of themselves, but you are also requiring those folks to come to 
points on the highway, to put in certain installations there for na- 
tional defense. I don’t understand all the technicalities of doing 
that. As I understand it, the Governor is going to require certain 
things from them. By the same token they should be expected to get 
some recognition from the Government. 

Governor Briarr. You are talking about the small cooperatives? 

Senator Scorr. Yes. 

Governor Briar. In the main, they are not on the highways. Some 
of them are. But their problem i is not a great one. They are moving 
right along. But it is the large utilities like the Bell, Union Electric, 
Kansas C ity Power & Light, : and all of the larger business concerns 
which will run into some expense, which burden we think they ought 
to bear and not take it from the highway funds. That is not a proper 
expenditure for road construction, in my judgment. 

Senator Scorr. Iam for building roads as fast as we can. 

Governor Brarr. If we disperse » the money from the trust fund for 
all ancillary purposes, we have just that much less money to go into 
road construction, and the program will be extended that much 
longer. 
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I don’t think we should have the trust fund, but it is there and 
we have to work with it. We ought to put the highway tax in there 
and appropriate additional revenues as necessary into the trust fund 
to accelerate the program and get this road set up and the Interstate 
Highway System built as rapidly as wecan. That is my mig al 
belief and I don’t think there is anything wrong with that. I don’t 
think we ought to do it any other way. We ought to do it as quickly 
as we can. 

The raids on this trust fund ought not to be permitted by this 
Congress, or any other Congress for that matter. I have great re- 
spect for the Chief Executive and the Budget Department, but the 
program of raiding that trust fund is dead wrong, and it injures the 
system, it will injure the States, and it will provide very much less 
money for construction, and it will set a very bad precedent. 

There are other groups in the Government who, having in mind 
that this money is there, will want to start raiding the fund. You are 
building a precedent and if you permit it once or twice it becomes 
ine reasingly difficult to stop, because more and more people are inter- 
ested in doing it. If I were allowed to make the policy, there would 
be no raids. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I am a “has been” governor. I give 
way to him. 

Senator Gore. Governor Blair, I want to solicit your cooperation 
in a much needed project, though it is not a matter of legislation in 
this committee, and that is a bridge across the Mississippi connecting 
northwest Tennessee and southeast Missouri. 

Governor Biatr. We have a Mississippi River Bridge Commission. 
We have people working on it. It is one of the most difficult prob- 
lems we face. We can’t get any general agreement about where it 
ought to be or how it ought to be operated. 

Is that true, Mr. Whitton ? 

Mr. Wuirton. We are having some difficulty about location and 
financing. 

Governor Buarr. Financing is the problem, and location. 

Senator Gorr. Do you mean, Mr. Whitton, that there is some diffi- 
culty in coming to agreement between the two States as to the 
location ¢ 

Mr. Wurrron. There has been some disagreement about location 
just recently. But the biggest difficulty is the financ ing of it. 

Senator Gore. Do you think we can settle the disagreement about 
the location? That is the first. 

Mr. Wuirron. I think the location difficulty can be settled rela- 
tively easily. 

Senator Gores. I notice the committee is honored with Congressman 
Jones, who represents that area of Missouri. 

Congressman Jones, do you find your people interested in this 
development ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL C. JONES, REPRESENTATIVE IN THE 
UNITED STATES CONGRESS, FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, we are very interested in the develop- 
ment of, saa my presence here this morning is because of the interest 
in the Interstate System. We feel and I have alw ays hoped that as 
we develop this system we can provide that br idge across the Mis- 
sissippi, because there is a wide area between Cairo, “TL .. and Memphis, 
Tenn., along the Miesinipp) River, over 100 miles, without any bridge. 

We do need it badly. 1 think it would be of great benefit not only 
to Tennessee and Missouri, but to the entire country. I know that I 
would not disagree with Mr, Whitton, with whom I had the pleasure 
of working while I was chairman of the Highway Commission of 
Missouri for nearly 3 years—and I feel I know some of the problems 
there—but I feel that we can work out the problem of location, and it 
becomes a matter of financing. 

As one who has been interested in that for a long time, I am hopeful 
that we can get some money from some source, and that with these 
millions of dollars that we have in this Interstate System I think that 
bridge should be worthy of at least some consideration of this commit- 
tee and the committee in the House, and I am working for that. 

Thank you. I enjoy being here this morning, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak. 

Governor Bua. The chief engineer of the highway department has 
recommended that as a possibility already, and we are trying to do 
what we can. We do know, Senator, when you have two States in- 
volved in taking a bridge across the Mississippi, you have some difli- 
culties. 

Senator Gore. I know it isa difficult problem. But as Congressman 
Jones has said, there is a stretch of more than 100 miles without a 
crossing of the Mississippi River. And it happens that that is an 
area that is as rich as the Nile Valley or any other valley in the world 
I do hope that our respective States can get together. 

Governor Briarr. We are proud of Rex Whitton, and we are proud 
of the hig! way commission. There has never been any feats of 
any kind in the Missouri Highway Commission. We think they are 
one of the finest groups. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, may I say another word ? 

Senator Gorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. We are proud of our Governor, and I want to concur in 
what he has said this morning. I do know that he appreciates that 
part of Missouri. We have been very fortunate in southeast Missouri 
and for many years we have had the chairman of the State highway 
commission from that particular area, and all of those chairmen have 
been favorable in working toward getting this bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River and I know that our Governor will do everything he can 
to cooperate with us. We have always been glad to cooperate with 
and support him. We are very proud of the record he has made in 
Missourl. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any further statement, Governor ? 

Governor Buarr. Nothing further, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Gorr. The committee thanks you for your presence. I 
would like to say to you that the committee has a few more days of 
hearing, and then we are going to undertake to write a bill to assure 
the acceleration of the highway program. We are going to examine 
the possibility of increasing apportionment on the farm-to-market 
roads, the primary highways, and the urban highways, both because 
the highways are needed and also because employment is needed. 

The committee thanks you for your fine contribution today. 

Governor Buarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is the nicest news 
I have had this morning. 

Senator Gorge. The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 1:35 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned. ) 
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THURSDAY, MAR OH 6, 1958 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:25 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Pat McNamara pre- 
siding. 
Present: Senators Chavez (chairman), Gore (chairman of the sub- 
committee), McNamara, Case, Kuchel, and Revercomb. 
Senator McNamara. The subcommittee will be in order. 
We have before us today the following bills: S. 3088, S. 2939, 
S. 3033, S. 3150, and S. 3220. 
(S. 3088, S. 2939, S. 3033, S. 3150, and S. 3220 follow :) 


[S. 3088, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, to 
authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


SEC. 1. FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS. 


(a) (1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $900,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960; and the sum of $925,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1961. The sums herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for 
expenditure as follows: 

(A) 45 per centum for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway sys- 
tem. 

(B) 30 per centum for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway sys- 
tem. 

(C) 25 per centum for projects on extensions of these systems within 
urban areas. 

(2) APPORTIONMENTS.—The sums authorized by this section shall be appor- 
tioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law and in accord- 
ance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 

(b) AVAILABILITY FOR EXPENDITURES.—Any sums apportioned to any State 
under this section shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years 
after the close of the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any 
amounts so apportioned remained unexpended at the end of such period shall 
lapse: Provided, That such funds shall be deemed to have been expended if a 
sum equal to the total of the sums herein and heretofore apportioned to the 
State is covered by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for 
construction, reconstruction, or improvements of specific projects as provided in 
this title and prior Acts: Provided further, That in the case of those sums hereto- 
fore, herein, or hereafter apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid 
secondary highway system, the Secretary of Commerce may, upon the request of 
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any State, discharge his responsibility relative to the plans, specifications, esti- 
mates, surveys, contract awards, design, inspection, and construction of such 
secondary road projects by his receiving and approving a certified statement by 
the State highway department setting forth that the plans, design, and con- 
struction for such projects are in accord with the standards and procedures of 
such State applicable to projects in this category approved by him: Provided fur- 
ther, That such approval shall not be given unless such standards and procedures 
are in accordance with the objectives set forth in section 1 (b) of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1950: And provided further, That nothing contained in the 
foregoing provisos shall be construed to relieve any State of its obligation now 
provided by law relative to maintenance, nor to relieve the Secretary of Commerce 
of his obligation with respect to the selection of the secondary system or the loca- 
tion of projects thereon, to make a final inspection after construction of each 
project, and to require an adequate showing of the estimated and actual cost of 
construction of each project. Any Federal-aid primary, secondary, or urban 
funds released by the payment of the final voucher or by modification of the formal 
project agreement shall be credited to the same class of funds, primary, second- 
ary, or urban, previously apportioned to the State and be immediately available 
for expenditure. 


SEC. 2. FOREST HIGHWAYS AND FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND 
TRAILS. 


(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of section 23 of the Federal Highway Act of 1921 (42 Stat. 218), as 
amended and supplemented, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated (1) 
for forest highways the sum of $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961; and (2) for forest 
development roads and trails the sum of $27,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961: Provided, 
That with respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction of a timber 
access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place conveniegt or adja- 
cent to the area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reasonable 
opportunity for interested persons to present their views as to the practicability 
and feasibility of such construction or reconstruction: Provided further, That 
hereafter funds available for forest highways and forest development roads and 
trails shall also be available for adjacent vehicular parking areas and for sani- 
tary, water, and fire control facilities: And provided further, That the appropria- 
tions herein authorized and any appropriations hereafter authorized for forest 
highways shall be apportioned, on or before January 1 next preceding the com- 
mencement of the fiscal year for which made, by the Secretary of Commerce for 
expenditure in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, according to the area 
of the land owned by the Government within the national forests therein as 
determined and certified to the Secretary of Commerce by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture upon the basis of such information as the Secretary of Agriculture may 
deem most accurate. 


SEC. 3. ROADS AND TRAILS IN NATIONAL PARKS, ETC. 

(a) NATIONAL PARKS, ETtc.—For the construction, reconstruction, and improve- 
ment of roads and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monu- 
ments, and other areas administered by the National Park Service, including 
areas authorized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national 
park and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 
(46 Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $16,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 

(b) Parkways.—For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$16,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961. 

(ce) INDIAN RESERVATIONS AND LANDS.—For the construction, improvement, 
and maintenance of Indian reservation roads and bridges and roads and bridges 
to provide access to Indian reservations and Indian lands under the provisions 
of the Act approved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $12,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and 
a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961: Provided, That the location, 
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type, and design of all roads and bridges constructed shall be approved by the 
_ Secretary of Commerce before any expenditures are made thereon, and all such 
construction shall be under the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 


SEC. 4. PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS. 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 10 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the survey, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of main roads 
through unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or 
other Federal reservations the sum of $2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 


SEC. 5. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR FEDERAL DOMAIN ROADS, ETC. 

Any funds authorized herein for forest highways, forest development roads 
and trails, park roads and trails, parkways, Indian roads, and public lands high- 
ways shall be available for contract upon apportionment, or a date not earlier 
than one year preceding the beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized if 
no apportionment is required: Provided, That any amount remaining unexpended 
two years after the close of the fiscal year for which authorized shall lapse. 
The Secretary of the department charged with the administration of such funds 
is hereby granted authority to incur obligations, approve projects, and enter into 
eontracts under such authorizations, and his action in doing so shall be deemed 
a contractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment of the cost 
thereof, and such funds shall be deemed to have been expended when so obligated. 
Any funds heretofore, herein, or hereafter authorized for any fiscal year for 
forest highways, forest development roads and trails, park roads and trails, 
parkways, Indian roads, and public lands highways shall be deemed to have been 
expended if a sum equal to the total of the sums authorized for such fiscal year 
and previous fiscal years since and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, 
shall have been obligated. Any of such funds released by payment of final 
voucher or modification of project authorization shall be credited to the balance 
of unobligated authorizations and be immediately available for expenditure. 
SEC. 6. RELATIONSHIP OF THIS ACT TO OTHER ACTS: EFFECTIVE 

DATE. , 

All provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, together 
with all Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, not inconsistent 
with this Act, shall remain in full force and effect and be applicable hereto. All 
Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions of the Act are 
hereby repealed. This Act shall take effect on the date of enactment. 


SEC. 7. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the “Federal Highway Act of 1958”. 


[S. 2939, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Amending section 105 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 to authorize 
additional appropriations for construction of roads on public lands 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 105 of the Public Law 627, 
Kighty-fourth Congress, second session, approved June 27, 1956 (70 Stat. 374), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Seo. 105. Pustic LANDS Hiahways.—For the purpose of carrying out the pro- 
visions of section 10 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the survey, construction, reconstruc- 
tion, and maintenance of main roads through unappropriated or unreserved 
public lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or other Federal reservations the addi- 
tional sum of $4,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, the sum of 
$6,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961.” 
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[S. 3038, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 13 of the Federal Highway Act to permit the Secretary of 
Commerce to reimburse the States for the United States pro rata share of the value of 
materials stockpiled in the vicinity of Federal-aid highway projects for use in the 
construction or reconstruction work involved in such projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the second para- 
graph of section 13 of the Federal Highway Act is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof the following: “plus the United States pro rata part 
of the value of the materials which have been stockpiled in the vicinity of such 
construction or reconstruction for use in carrying on such construction or recon- 
struction in conformity to said plans and specifications”. 


[S. 3150, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 111 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, relating to the 
availability of Federal funds for reimbursement to the States for the cost of relocation of 
utility facilities necessitated by the construction of Federal-aid-highway projects, in order 
to limit the application of such section to cases in which the law of a State requires it 
to pay such costs 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (a) of section 111 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES.—When- 
ever a State under State law is required to pay for all or any part of the cost of 
relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construction of a project on any 
of the Federal-aid highway systems, Federal funds may be used to reimburse the 
State for 50 per centum of the amount of such cost which the State is obligated to 
pay.” 

Sec. 2. Section 1 of this Act shall be applicable only with respect to Federal- 
aid highway projects covered by formal project agreements executed by the 
Secretary of Commerce subsequent to the date of enactment of this Act. 


[S. 3220, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to authorize appropriations for 
forest highways for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, and June 30, 1961, and for 
other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 103 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 is amended 

(1) by inserting, in clause (1) of subsection (a) thereof, immediately 
after “1959” a comma and the following: “and $50,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, and June 30, 1961” ; 

(2) by amending the third proviso of subsection (a) to read as follows: 
“And provided further, That the same percentage of the amounts authorized 
under this subsection for forest highways for each of the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1959, June 30, 1960, and June 30, 1961, shall be apportioned for 
expenditure in each State, Alaska, or Puerto Rico as was apportioned for 
expenditure in each State, Alaska, or Puerto Rico from funds authorized 
under this subsection for forest highways for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1958.” 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(c) The Secretary of Commerce, in cooperation with the appropriate officers 
of each State containing a national forest, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
and the Territory of Alaska, shall makea study to determine— 

“(1) the forest roads of primary importance to a State, county, or com- 
munity which are within, adjoining, or adjacent to, a national forest and 
have not been designated as forest highways; 

“(2) the amount necessary to complete construction of all forest high- 
ways; 

“(3) the amounts necessary for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and 
for each of the nine succeeding fiscal years to survey, construct, reconstruct, 
and maintain (A) forest highways, and (B) roads described in paragraph 
(1) of this subsection if such roads were forest highways; and 








FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 465 


(4) the method by which the amounts determined pursuant to para- 
graph (8) of this subsection should be apportioned for expenditure in the 
several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall report the results of such study to the Presi- 
dent and the Congress on or before January 1, 1960.” 

Senator McNamara. The first witness we are to hear this morning, 
as I understand it, is Mr. Rothschild and then Mr. Tallamy. Are 
you going to report separately or jointly ¢ 

Mr. Roruscum. Separately, sir. 

Senator McNamara. All right, sir, we will be glad to hear from 
you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Roruscuip. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to present = views of the Dep: artment 
with respect to S. 3088, S. 3220, and 8. 2935 

S. 3088 would authorize the Samrat of $900 million for fiscal 
year 1960 and $925 million for fiscal year 1961 for the Federal-aid pri- 
mary and enmaary highway systems, including their extensions 
within urban areas, commonly known as the ABC systems. 

As you know, the Congress has followed the practice during the 
past few years of increasing the authorizations for the ABC systems 
by $25 million each fiscal year. ee of the sum of $825 
million was authorized for fiscal year 1957, $850 million for fiscal 
year 1958, and $875 million for fiscal. aa 1959. In order, however, 
that a balanced highway program may be maintained within the 
limits of funds available in the highway trust fund, the Department 
recommends that S$. 3088 be amended so as to maintain the authoriza- 
tions for the ABC systems at a $900 million level during the fiscal 
years 1960 and 1961. 

S. 3088 would also authorize the appropriation of $30 million for 
forest highways and $2 million for public lands highways for each 
of the fiscal years 1960 and 1961. S, 8220 would authorize the appro- 
priation of $50 million for forest highways for each of such fiscal 
years. S, 2939 would authorize the appropriation of an additional 
sum of $4 million for public lands highways for the fiscal year 1959, 
and $6 million for such highways for each of the fiscal years 1960 
and 1961. 

The amounts authorized to be appropriated by S. 3088 for forest 
highways and public lands highways are identical to those authorized 
for fiscal years 1958 and 1959, and the Department recommends that 
these programs be continued at their present levels. 

In this connection, the Secretary of Commerce pointed out in his 
testimony before your committee on January 14, 1958, that the Presi- 
dent recommended in his budget message that the financing of these 
highways be transferred to the highway trust fund, and stated that 
legislation to accomplish this objective would be submitted to the 
Congress for consideration. 

In view of the fact that the trust fund was established to meet 
obligations attributable to Federal-aid highways, the Department 
believes that moneys from that fund should be used to finance only 
those forest highways and public lands highways which are on the 
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Federal-aid systems. Most of these highways are on one of these 
systems. As a matter of fact, there are no active projects on any 
public lands highway which are not a part of the systems. 

As to forest highways, most of those which are not now on one of 
the systems could be designated as a part thereof if the States in which 
they are located initiated action for that purpose. The Department 
recommends, therefore, that S. 3088 be amended to provide that the 
funds authorized for forest highways and public lands highways will 
be available only for such highways when they are on one of the 
Federal-aid systems. 

S. 3088 would require that appropriations hereafter authorized for 
forest highways be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for 
expenditure i in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, according 
to the area of the land owned by the Government within the national 
forests as determined and certified to the Secretary of Commerce by 
the Secretary of Agriculture upon the basis of such information as 
the latter Secretary deems most accurate. 

S. 3220 would require that the same percentage of the amounts au- 
thorized for forest highways for each of the fiscal years 1959, 1960, 
and 1961 be apportioned for expenditure in each of the several States, 
Alaska, and Puerto Rico, as was apportioned for expenditure from 
funds authorized for such highways for the fiscal year 1958. 

This bill would also provide for a study by the Secretary of Com- 
merce, in cooperation with the appropriate officers of the several 
States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, for the purpose of determining— 

The forest roads of primary importance which have not been 
designated as forest highways; 

The amount necessary to complete construction of all forest 
highways: 

3. The amounts necessary for the fiscal year 1962, and for each of 
the 9 succeeding fiscal years to survey, construct, and maintain forest 
highways; and 

4. The method by which the amounts determined to be necessary 
should be apportioned for expenditure. 

The Secretary would be required to report the results of the study 
to the President and the Congress on or before January 1, 1960. 

As the Secretary pointed out in his testimony on January 8, 1958, 
under existing law forest highway funds must be apportioned for 
expenditure in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, according 
to the area and value of the land owned by the Government within 
the national forests. The law does not specify the weight to be given 
to the factors of area and value, and prior to the recent reappraisal of 
value it appeared that the purpose of the law would be properly ac- 
complished by giving equal weight to each factor in making appor- 
tionments. Continued application of this formula on the basis of the 
tremendously increased value of the national forests would, however, 
have resulted in a substantial change in the distribution of funds, 
as compared with prior years, and, in the opinion of the Secretaries 
of Agriculture and Commerce, would not have carried out the pur- 
pose of the law. After a thorough analysis of the entire situation, 
it was the opinion of the Secretaries of Agriculture and Commerce 
that apportionment on the basis of assigning 75 percent weight to 
area and 25 percent weight to value would retain the distribution 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 467 


pattern reasonably close to that of prior years, and the 1959 forest 
highway funds were apportioned on this basis. 

Apportionment of forest highway funds on such a basis results in a 
proper distribution of funds to car ry out the purpose of the law, which 
is to provide for the survey, construction, reconstruction and mainte- 
nance of forest roads, of primary importance to the States, counties, 
or communities within, ee or adjacent to the national forest. 
This was the position taken by the Secretary in his testimony of Jan- 
uary 8, 1958, and the views of the Department have not changed in 
this respect. 

The Department is, therefore, opposed to the apportionment of 
forest highway funds on the basis of the formula which was applicable 
prior to the fiscal year 1959. It is also opposed to the apportionment 
of such funds according to the area of the land. Apportionment on 
such a basis would result in a substantial change in the distribution 
of funds as compared with prior years, with some States receiving 
much less and other States receiving far more than they have in the 
past. 

With respect to the matter of studies, during the course of ad- 
ministering the forest highway program many aspects of the sub- 
ject have been given serious and detailed study. The Department will 
be glad to make the results of these studies available to the committee, 
and to conduct such additional studies as the Congress deems de- 
sirable. 

S. 3088 would also authorize the appropriation of funds for forest 
development roads and trails and for the construction, improvement, 
and maintenance of roads and trails in national parks, parkways, and 
Indian reservation roads and bridges. These roads are administered 
by the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Interior, 
and it would be more appropriate for those Departments to express 
their views concerning these provisions of the bill. 

In this connection, it would be well to point out the distinction be- 
tween forest highways and forest development roads and trails. 
Forest highways are highways of primary importance to the State, 
counties or communities within, adjoining or adjacent to the national 
forests. Nearly all of the forest highways are on State or county 
systems. 

Forest highway funds are administered by the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Department of Commerce, but the Forest Service and the 
various States assist the Department of Commerce in formulating the 
forest highway program. 

Forest development roads and trails are roads and trails of primary 
importance for the protection, administration and utilization of the 
national forests, or, when necessary, for the use and development of 
the resources upon which communities within or adjacent to the na- 
tional forests are dependent. The construction and maintenance of 
these roads and trails are a responsibility of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

The Department favors the general objectives of S. 3088, and would 
urge its enactment if modified in accordance with the Department’s 
recommendations. The Department’s written report on S. 3088 and 
the other bills, which has been requested by the chairman of your 
committee, will suggest the amendments necessary to carry out these 
recommendations. 
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Mr. Tallamy, the Federal Highway Administrator, is here, and we 
will be glad to answer any questions which you may have. 

The saphena Have you any views about the use of highway 
trust funds for forest roads outside of what little you have expressed 
in your written statement ? 

Mr. Roruscump. Well, Senator Chavez, we feel that because the 
forest roads and public-land roads are nearly all on Federal-aid high- 
way systems or could be, if they are not now on such systems, that 
the financing of those roads should be a part of the trust fund 
obligation. 

The Carman. The reason that I say that, the last authorization 
for forest roads was $30 million. I think that is suggested in S. 3088 
but Congress only made available $24 million, which does not do 
the work whatsoever and if Congress cannot furnish the money that 
is authorized, what would be wrong with using trust funds for that 
purpose ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Senator, I believe that it works this way, the 
Congress made available for forest highways $30 million. 

The Cuatrman. Authorized $30 million but did not make available 
$30 million; they only made available $24 million. 

Mr. Roruscuimp. But we have contract authority and can and 
do contract to the full limit of the $30 million. 

The Cuatrman. You do? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Yes, sir; and we only come to Congress for appro- 
priations to meet the bills which are coming due at that time under 
those authorizations, under those apportionments previously made. 

The Cuatrman. The reason that I am so deeply interested, I know 
that every State in the West that has forests is interested because 
they are getting to the point now where the forest roads are just as 
important as your Interstate System in many cases. There is no ques- 
tion whatsoever but the other provisions for the roads and trails, 
in order to meet fire protection and matters of that nature and to 
make the timber available to industry, make them as important. I do 
not think there would be any questions as to that. The only point is 
the question of how much money can we use or you would suggest from 
your point of view that could be fe: isibly used in the West for forest 
trails? After all, they do belong to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir; but they are a responsibility of the 
Department of Agriculture and we are not commenting on that part 
of the bill. 

The CuarrmMan. You are not commenting but you have jurisdiction 
for spending the money after it has been made available to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, not on the roads and trails, but you do on the 
other. 

Mr. Roruscump. The forest highways are a part of our responsi- 
bility. Forest roads and trails are the responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. We contract directly for the forest highways. 
Forest roads and trails are handled separately. 

The Cuarrman. I understand that. The only thing that I had in 
mind is to make plenty of money available. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. We are recommending $30 million, again, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Are there any further questions or comment ? 

Senator Casr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 
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Senator Cass. Mr. Secretary, the bill as introduced by Senator 
Chavez, S. 3088, continues in section 5, the provision for contractual 
authority for the forest highways, forest development of roads and 
trails, park roads and trails, parkways, Indian roads and public-lands 
highways, which we first placed in the highway legislation, the High- 
way Act of 1954. As you have examined section 5, is there any modi- 
fication there of the law that has been operating under the 1954 and 
1956 acts ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. We do not see any ; no, sir. 

Senator Cass. Now, you drew a distinction between the use of the 
funds for forest highways and the funds for roads and trails? 

Mr. Roruscutp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. I think your statement was clear on that but my 
attention was not as good as it should have been as to who spends the 
money for forest highways and as to who spends the money for forest 
roads and trails? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Forest highways are the responsibility of the 
Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of Commerce and the 
money is spent directly by the Bureau. They do the contracting di- 
rectly for those. Forest roads and trails are the responsibility of the 
Department of Agriculture and they handle that money themselves. 

Senator Case. Now that statement, taken in connection with your 
other recommendations, would mean that you are recommending that 
the forest money which the Secretary of Commerce spends come out 
of the trust fund ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. That the money which the Secretary of Agriculture 
spends comes out of the general funds ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are not commenting on that at all, sir. 

Senator Casr. You are not recommending that come out of the trust 
fund ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are not recommending that come out of the 
trust fund, that is correct. 

Senator Casr. You are not recommending that the money for the 
roads and trails in the national parks or the parkway roads or the 
Indian reservations or land roads come out of the trust fund ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Casr. Now then, in the bill S. 3088, at line 14 on page 6, 
under the heading “Indian Reservations and Lands,” there appears 
this proviso: 

Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads and bridges con- 
structed shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before any expendi- 
tures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under the general 
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Should there be any such requirement with respect to the Indian 
roads when that requirement does not appear with respect to the roads 
in national parks ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. I do not know that I can answer that, Senator 
Case, but in both cases, we act as consultants to the departments which 
have that money and we have a very easy and comfortable working 
relationship with them. 

Senator Casr. That proviso does not appear though with respect 
to the roads for national parks and I personally have the impression 
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that if it were to appear anywhere, it should be on national parks 
rather than Indian reservation roads. 

Historically, the money which the Indian Bureau has had available 
for the construction of roads has been used sometimes to provide em- 
ployment, that is, on Indian reservations where there is a great deal 
of unemployment. It has been desirable at times to let the contracts 
or to let the work in such a way that the maximum number of In- 
dians might be employed. It seems to me if this bill were to require 
that all the construction on the Indian reservation lands should be 
under the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce, that it 
could severely limit the discretion of the Sec retary of the Interior or 
the Indian Commissioner in accomplishing any double purpose of both 
building the road and providing for Indian employment. 

The Cuarrman. May I say this to the Senator from South Dakota, 
the purpose of that proviso that has been drawn was to take care of 
forest highways only. I know what the Senator is talking about when 
he speaks of the Indian roads and the national park roads, and they 
should be handled like you say, after consultation with the Depart- 
ment of Interior in both instances, because both the national park 
roads and the Indian roads come under the Department of Interior. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I respectfully point out that the 
only place in which that proviso appears is in the paragraph which 
deals with roads on Indian reservations and lands and is put as a 
proviso following the colon on authorization for the Indian roads. 

The Cuarrman. That is right: I fully agree with the Senator. 

Mr. Roruscutip. I believe, Senator Case, that there are two things 
here: First of all, many of these highways are indistinguishable parts 
of the whole system of Federal highways and the motorist does not 
know when he is on one or another type. 

Senator Casr. He knows the difference whether he is on a forest 
highway that is part of a Federal-aid system and when he is on an 
Indian reservation and what amounts to a secondary road. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Some parts of those are more important than 
secondary roads and because of the traffic they carry, it seems to be 
desirable to have them built up to the standards of the weights and 
usage. 

Senator Case. If they were on the designated part of the highway 
system, that would be true, but that paragraph deals with the con- 
struction, the improvement and maintenance of Indian reservation 
roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian 
reservations and Indian lands, and many of those roads certainly are 
not on any major highway system and I do not know why the Secre- 
tary of Commerce should have the general supervision of the design 

and the type of roads which are merely Indian reservation roads 
I think that should be left to the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Commissioner of Indian A ffairs. 

Mr. Rorncuivp. I think I would be inclined to agree with you that 
that proviso would be more important on the } National Park roads 
and parkways than it would be on Indian trails. 

Senator Casr. Now the clerk advises me that proviso is carried in 
the present law and I do not know why it is. In any event, I shall 
move at an appropriate time to strike it from the bill. 

The Cuarrman. For this reason, when the 1950 act was passed, it 
was the thought of the committee that the construction agency for 
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roads should be the Department of Commerce and not the Indian 
Service; that we did not want to have the Indian Service constructing 
roads even if it were needed and they are needed in the Indian coun- 
try, just as much as your Interstate System. For that reason, it was 
put in there because we did not want to give the Indian Bureau the 
right to have a construction agency w ithin this program. 

“Senator Case. W ell, Mr. Chairman, as a matter of fact, the Indian 
Service does have a roads division and they work up plans for roads 
on Indian reservations. In any event, it occurs to me that we would 
be well advised to ask the Indian Bureau and Secretary of the Interior 
to comment upon that and to determine whether or not this has or 
has not resulted in decreasing the opportunity for employment of 
Indians in building purely Indian reservation roads. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. Are we to instruct the staff to communicate 
accordingly ¢ 

The CHatrman. That is right. 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, with respect to this contract author- 
ization, I have the impression that the § Secretary of the Interior has 
used the contract authorization largely to the maximum possibility 
but that possibly due to an attitude within the Appropriations Sub- 
committee in the House of Representatives, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture has not proceeded to use the contractual auhority for forest 
roads and trails to the same extent. Now, I am not going to ask you 
to comment on the opinion back of it but to ask you, as a matter of 
fact, has the amount used for forest roads and trails under the au- 
thorization of the 1954 and 1956 acts been up to the amount author- 
ized or has there been a lag? 

Mr. Roruscuirtp. I am not prepared on that question; maybe we 
can submit that for the record, Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Yes, and perhaps we ought to get comment from 
the Secretary of Agriculture ? 

The CuairMan. That is right. 

(The matter referred to is filed with the committee. ) 

Senator McNamara. I am advised in my State that at the present 
rate of appropriations and allocations for forest highway needs that 
it will take more than 100 years to catch up with the 1 requirements. 
They would like it stepped up, of course, so they can do this work in 
the next 10 years. 

The Cuatrman. One of the bills provides for $50 million. 

Senator Casge. One of the bills proposed $50 million. 

Senator McNamara. What is the present figure ? 

Senator Cass. The present figure 1s $30 million. 

Senator McNamara. That would not be a tremendous step-up from 
the information I have and it would be helpful. 

Senator Case. The problem is that if you do not appropriate as 
much as is authorized, why you still are not getting the highways. 
The origin of this contractual authorization provision, which is in 
section 5, grew out of the fact that prior to 1954, we were authorizing 
an amount which was never appropriated for in full by the Appropri- 
ations Committee, so we put in the contractual authorization pro- 
visions in the act with the view of making it possible for the agencies 
which had custodial responsibilities for Federal lands to program 
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their roads over a period of time te have enough money to do some- 
thing about it. There was a great lag of sever ral millions of dollars 
between the appropriation and the authorization, so we put in the 
contractual authority provision. 

I understand that the Secretary of Interior has been using it. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has not been using it in full. Now, the rea- 
sons for it, I am not sure that I know, but the clerk advises me that 
under the 1954 act, the first 3 years we made it retroactive, I think, for 1 
year, but under the 1954 act, we had an authorization for $24 million 
and the contractual authority was used for the full $24 million and 
$24 million was appropriated. However, under the 1956 act, there was 
an authorization for $27 million but there have been appropriations 
of only $24,336,000 for 1958 and for fiscal 1959 there has been re- 
quested only $23,099,000. 

In other w ords, we are developing a lag between the authorization 
and the actual appropriation for forest roads and trails. It would 
profit us nothing to step up the authorization to $50 million if we 
are not even getting appropriations for the $27 million authorized 
under the existing law. 

Do you know the reason why the contractual authority for forest 
roads and trails is not used to the full extent of the authorization? 

Mr. Roruscui. I do not believe we do, Senator Case, but that 
information I am sure would be available from the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Case. That is all. 

Senator McNamara. Then we can anticipate a further report on 
that provision. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. Mr. Secretary, on page 3 of your statement, 
you describe the manner of apportionment. Under the present law 
for forest highways as required, “according to the area and value of 
the land owned by the Government within the national forests.” 
Then you have suggested in the comment which follows that in the 
opinion of both the Departments of Commerce and of Agriculture, 

the weight which may be given to either or to each of those two 
factors, area and value, is one which rests in the discretion of the 
two agencies. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuetn. First of all, am I correct in assuming that the 
present means of apportionment as you have outlined it ‘for forest 
highways are also the present means ‘of apportionment of funds for 
forest roads and trails? 

Mr. Roruscuiw. No, they are not, sir. 

Senator Kucnex. They are not. "Now, does the proposal which has 
been introduced by Senator Chavez, S. 3088, make any changes with 
respect to the apportionment for forest highw: ays? 

Mr. Roruscuiw. It proposes that the apportionment be made on 
the basis of area only. 

Senator Kucuer. Area only. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir 

Senator Kucue.. And the Department would oppose that change 
in apportionment ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp, Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kucuev. Is there anything in the bill introduced by Sena- 
tor Chavez which would make a different means of apportionment 
for forest roads and trails 

Mr. Rornscuirp. No, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. So that whatever the present law is with respect 
to apportioning funds for forest roads and trails as determined by 
the Department would continue so far as S. 3088 is concerned ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. No provision to alter that. 

Senator Kucnex. It seems to me from a very quick scanning of the 
bills we have before us this morning that the bill by Senator ‘Chavez 
does cover a considerable amount of subjects which in the case of S. 
3220, that bill is confined only to the question of authorization and 
apportionment for forest highways, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. That is right. 

Senator Kucnuer. Now, is there any change contemplated in appor- 
tionment of forest highway — in 8. 32207 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Yes, sir, S. 3220 would provide that apportion- 
ment be made in the same manner as was done for fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1958, if I read this correctly. 

Senator Kucuen. I think what the Murray and Anderson bill 
would purport to do would be by legislative direction to provide for 
equal treatment of area and value as was the case prior to an ad- 
ministrative change by the departments. 

Mr. Roruscuip. That is the way I read the bill, Senator. 

Senator Kucnen. What about the Dworshak bill, S. 2939, is there 
anything in there that bears on the means of apportionment? Ap- 
parently not. 

Mr. Roruscump. No, sir. 

Senator Kucuet. I recall generally the testimony of the Assistant 
Secretary with respect to the reason back of that change i in the formula 
and that testimony, of course, is available to us but in attempting 
to pass judgment over two proposals, so far as they both deal with the 
manner by which apportionments in the future shall be made, I think 
it would be helpful if you would comment on the basic purpose of the 
law. Now, you have done that by referring to it on the top of page 
4. You have suggested that when you changed administratively from 
a 50-50 weight “to a 75-25 weight, you did it because you believed 
that the purpose of the law w ould be carried out. 

What would be a good general statement as to what the purposes 
of the law are as they exist today ? 

Mr. Roruscump. To make available—this is a pretty loose inter- 

yretation—to those States amounts of money which in general would 
bei in proportion to their needs for forest highways. 

Senator Kucuen. And the needs of each State for forest highways 
in the opinion of the Department must now rest upon a revised formula 
where weight of three-quarters is given to area involved and 25 per- 
cent with respect to value. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, sir, that change was made, Senator Kuchel, 
because the forest lands were recently revalued and in that revalua- 
tion, the values went up tremendously and had we continued to appor- 
tion them on a 50-50 basis, there would have been very substantial 
changes in the amounts of money received by States as opposed to their 
prior amounts. 
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Senator Kucnuen. Now, when we talk about value, we are talking 
about value of what ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Value of forest lands. 

Senator Kucnen. Of only the forest lands within the State ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kucnet. When we talk of area, what do we talk about ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. We are talking of the area of Government-owned 
forest lands within that State. 

Senator Kucnen. Forest lands only. 

Senator McNamara. So in effect the change is pretty much main- 
taining the same ratio you had before / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Dollarwise; yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. I see. 

Senator Kucnert. That was the purpose for the change in appor- 
tionment ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kucuer. Another way of saying that would be that the 
new appraisal figures represent about a 50- percent increase / 

Mr. Tatnamy. Over 300 percent increase in valuation. 

Senator Kucnen. Over 300 percent but administratively the deci- 
sion was made by giving 50-percent increase in the weight factor of 
area wherein you would offset that jump in value. 

Mr. Roruscuip. The relationship between ri? percentages worked 
this way. When it was 50-50, it was 1 for 1, and when it shifted 
to 75-25, it became 3 for 1, the relationship between area and value. 
So, that just about picked up the 300-percent increase in value. 

Senator Kucuer. Would you say, therefore, that the apportion- 
ment made to each State under the old formula and those made under 
the new formula would, in your opinion, be approximately the same ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. My statement says that the distribution pattern 
would be retained reasonably close to that of prior years. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield ? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. 

Senator Case. Apparently, according to the table that I see here, it 
would mean about a 25-percent loss. As far as the allocation on the 
basis of national forests in South Dakota are concerned, it is more than 
25 percent. That is not reasonably close. 

Senator McNamara. Does the Secretary have the same list that the 
committee has ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I am not sure. 

Senator Case. I am looking at 1958 figures which indicate a loss 
of $66,000. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The difference between 1958 and 1959 apportion- 
ments for South Dakota would affect the loss of $66,000, you are 
correct, sir, according to this. 

Senator CasE. Ona base of $235,000. 

Mr. Roruscuirp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. The amount might not seem large but percentage- 
wise, that is a pretty sharp drop in view of the fact that all of those 
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highway funds, I think in South Dakota are used on the Federal-aid 
system. 

The California loss is $194,000, but that is on the base of $4,296,000. 

Mr. Rorascuiwp. That is right, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Does this express an overall cut, Mr. Secre- 
tary, or was this picked up in other States 4 

Mr. Roruscuitp. There are some pluses and minuses. 

Senator Kucne.. Mr. Secretary, if it is fair to say that the pro- 
visions for apportionment set forth in bill S. 3220 are those under 
which apportionments were made prior to the administrative change; 
and if secondly, the administrative change was made in an attempt to 
continue the same means of apportionment after the reappraisals 
were made, then why should not the provision of S. 38220 be accepted 
by the Department as a means for apportioning Federal highway 
funds in the future ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well, it appears to us the inequities would be 
larger under the old formula applied to the new valuations than the 
present formula to the new valuations. 

Senator Kucue.. Apparently the intention of everyone is to con- 
tinue a reasonable means of apportionme nt to carry out the purposes 
of the act. However, as the Senator from South Dakota has sug- 
gested, in his case there is a 25-percent differential and apparently 
there are some differentials, I assume some more and some less. I 
wonder, however, if in connection with this specific problem, Mr. 
Chairman, we can have inserted in the record a tabulation indicating 
what the apportionment, let us say, in the present fiscal year has 
been and, what it would have been under the old formula, so that 
we could have some means here of resolving this controversy. 

Mr. Roruscniwp. May I indicate to you what is on this document 
and see if that would suit your purposes. 

Senator Kucwe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. There are six columns here. The first column in- 
dicates the actual 1958 apportionment on a 50-50 basis; the second 
column indicates the actual 1959 apportionments, which were ad- 
ministratively determined to be made on a 75-percent area and 25- 
percent-value basis; the third column indicates the difference between 
those 2 apportionments ; the fourth column indicates a theoretical 1959 
apportionment had we continued to use the 50-percent area, 50-percent- 
value formula; the next column indicates the difference between the 
1959 apportionment on a 75-25 basis and a theoretical 1959 appor- 
tionment on a 50-50 basis; and the last column indicates the differ- 
ence between the 1958 apportionment on a 50-50 basis and the theoreti- 
cal 1959 apportionment on a 50-50 basis. I think that would give you 
a pretty complete picture, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator McNamara. Would it be satisfactory to the Senator from 
California if this table is inserted at this point in the record ? 

Senator KucHe.. Yes; at least I think this would give us consider- 
able of the information we want. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, it isso ordered. 

( The tabulation referred to is as follows :) 
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Senator Kucner. Now one of the problems which I have and I do 
not want to be overly parochial in this, nevertheless, nobody around 
here will speak for my State if I do not, I observe on this table that Cal- 
ifornia would sustain a decrease of $793, 000 in application of the ad- 
ministrative formula whereas the Territory of Alaska would have its 
apportionments enhanced by $789,000, or approximately the same 
amount. 

Now, there may be good reason for this but it is, I must say, rather 
difficult for me to follow that because of the tremendous number of peo- 
ple who have utilized forest highways in our State. From a stand- 
point of recreation, I think the figure is somewhat over 8 million 
people last year who used them, and if that were true, then I would 
want to have what justification might be made for that change. 

Mr. Roruscniw. I suppose, Senator Kuchel, that no formula which 
could be devised by executive action or by—— 

Senator Kucuet. Legislative action. 

Mr. Roruscnitp (continuing). Could come out on an exactly equiv- 
lant basis in view of the revaluation of these lands. Now, there are 
bound to be some States which will profit under any formula and 
some which will lose. 

Senator Kucuer. You are completely correct in that, and obvi- 
ously we are going to see a constant increase in the value of these prop- 
erties across the country so that even the weight which was given by 
the 2 departments through a revision of 3 to 1, that could conceivably 
be changed to 4 or 5 to 1 in the future. 

If thé proposal by Senators Murray and Anderson in S. 3320 is 
merely to establish apportionments as they might have been made 
prior to the reappraisal, it would, it seems to me, at least have the virtue 
of continuing the same schedule with whatever inequities or whatever 
equities prevailed prior to that time and I must frankly say, speaking 
off the cuff, that there is some merit in taking what they have pro- 
posed in their bill, in my thinking, and it should be a basis for our 
own committee action. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Thank you. 

Senator McNamara. Any further comment? Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question on this. Who 
made this new valuation on the forests ? 

Mr. Rornscuitp. The Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Case. Do you know when it was made ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. | am told it was completed in 1957, Senator. 

Senator Case. I was wondering why you applied it in the middle 
of the biennium for the Highway Act. You used the old formula 
for 1958 and you used the new formula for 1959 and both 1958 and 
1959 were covered by the Highway Act of 1956? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Mr. Enfield’ tells me these values were certified 
to us as new values late in 1957 and we were obliged, when we were 
making the 1959 Apportioninents in 1958, to use those new valuations. 

Senator Casr. You say you were obliged. Is the matter of the 
formula a matter of law or of administrative practice ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. The way I read it, it is a matter of law. 

Senator Kucner. Except for the weight through, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rocuscuimp. The weight is not specified in the law; no, sir. 

Senator Casr. I do not recall. 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. The law reads according to area and value of 
land owned by the Government within the national forest. 

Senator Casz. According to land and area and no specification as 
to what percentage and weight should be given to either area or 
value? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Casze. And the Department, after getting the new valua- 
tion, then decided to change the weights so as to counteract the 
changes in valuation ? 

Mr. Roruscutp. So as to maintain as greatly as possible the dollar 
distribution that had been previously caamiehed 

Senator Kucugen. Now at that point, if I may interrupt you for 1 
minute, is it not true that the Murray-Anderson proposal would go 
back to the old method of apportionment no the basis of the old 
figures ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuip. On the basis of the new figures. 

Senator Kucuen. No. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It is on the basis of the new values but the old 
percentages. 

Senator Kucuen. If that is true, then I do not understand it. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Is that not right? 

Senator Kucuen. No. 

Mr. Rornuscui_p. Let me read it once more. 

Senator McNamara. It appears to be that way from a quick scan- 
ning of the bill. 

Mr. Rornscump. That is the way it reads to me, Senator. It reads 
that “the same percentage of the amounts authorized under this sub- 
section for forest highways for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1959, June 30, 1960, and June 30, 1961, shall be apportioned for ex- 
penditure for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958.” 

Now, that means to me—and maybe I am wrong—that means to me 
that it is the same percentage on the new valuations. 

Senator Kucuet. I think this is most important to understand. Put 
it this way: If it were an attempt to go back to the old formula and 
the old figures, what would be the Department? S opinion ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It might very well be the answer that we are all 
looking for. 

Senator Kucue.. I ask for unanimous consent that this distribution 
authorization presently made under the old method and under the 
method provided for in S. 3088 be placed in the record. 

Senator McNamara. It has already been inserted in the record. 

Mr. Roruscutip. On rereading this, Senator Kuchel, I could see 
where your interpretation would be the r ight one, but I am not certain, 
I think it probably could use some clar ifyi ing language. 

Senator McNamara. It appears so. 

Senator Kucuet.. I have no doubt of that. 

Senator McNamara. Read it either way. 

Senator Kucuen. If we can get away from that problem, which can 
be corrected, and get down to a basis of what might be the best means, 
policywise, of determining the argument, we have just won unanimous 
agreement around here. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary, is it much trouble to 
compute these, using different formulas? You have some slide rules 
down there? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. We have computing machines. 

Senator Cass. I would like, just for the purpose of seeing what the 
result would be, to have some other apportionments. I wonder if you 
could supply the committee with apportionments used on the 60-40 
basis, 70-30, 80-20, and 90-10, while you are at it ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. We can do that. 

Senator Casr. It would not take much to do it with the machine? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It will take a little time but we will be glad to 
furnish it. ; 

Senator Casz. Thank you. 

Senator McNamara. That will be furnished to the committee. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


ipproximate apportionments of $30 million of forest highway funds according to 
various percentages of the area and value factors 


[Thousands of dollars} 


60 percent 70 percent 80 percent 90 percent 
State area, 40 irea, 30 area, 20 area, 10 
percent value) percent value | percent value! percent value 





Alabama $137 $129 $120 $112 
Arizona 1, 335 1, 471 1, 608 1, 744 
Arkansas 538 502 465 | 429 
California 4, 578 4, 261 3, 944 | 3, 626 
Colorado 1, 581 1, 755 1, 929 2, 104 
Florida 195 190 186 182 
Georgia 143 135 127 119 
Idaho ‘ 2, 504 2, 786 2, 979 | 3, 172 
Ilinoi i 31 32 33 34 
Indiana _. 16 17 18 19 
lowa l 1 ] 1 
Kentucky 77 77 77 76 
Louisiana 103 101 9s 96 
Maing 8 * 8 8 
Michigan 339 360 381 4()2 
Minnesota 335 365 396 426 
Mississippi 263 241 219 196 
Missouri 161 177 193 209 
Montana 1, 941 2, 146 2, 351 2, 556 
Nebraska 23 26 29 31 
Nevada 535 611 687 763 
New Hampshire 123 121 118 115 
New Mexie YS] 1, 091 1, 200 1, 310 
North Carolina 202 198 194 190 
North Dakota ( (1) (") 
Ohio 15 16 16 17 
Oklahoma 34 33 32 31 
Oregon 5, 413 4,675 3, 937 3, 199 
Pennsylvania 69 71 74 76 
South Carolina 155 140 126 112 
South Dakota 158 165 172 179 
Pennesset 110 107 105 102 
lexa 226 197 167 138 
Utah S867 974 1, 081 1, 188 
Vermont 2 41 49) 39 
Virgini 19Y 2019 219 229 
Washington 3, 033 2, 676 2, 320 1, 964 
ginia 122 129 136 143 
) 193 206 218 231 
941 1, 061 1,181 1, 301 
2,178 2, 494 2, 810 3, 126 
Total 30, 000 30, 000 30, 000 30, 000 


Less than $500 


—— ——— 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. I would like to point out, before we leave the 
subject, S. 3220 provides for apportionment for the year ending June 
-30, 1959, and those apportionments have already been made, so that 
should be changed to 1960, 1961, and 1962. 

Senator Kucuen. That should be called to the attention of the com- 
mittee when we are drafting this legislation. 

Senator McNamara. You are referring to bill S. 3220? 

Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir; line 3 of page 2 

Senator McNamara. Oh, yes, it does include 1959. 

Senator Case. Mr. C cceunatae one other suggestion, when the Forest 
Service representatives come before us, they should be advised to in- 
clude in their statement a discussion of the principle followed in this 
new valuation. It is the new valuation which raised the problem for 
the Department of Commerce apparently, in making any allocations 
which would bear any resemblance to the prior allocation. 

Senator McNamara. All right. Without objection then they will 
be requested to fur nish this information. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kvucuen. I do want to say that while I think the language 
might well be revised to eliminate any question of intent, that the 
first author of the bill, Senator Murray on page 1368 of the Congres- 
sional Record for February 4, went on to say, in part: 

We believe that pending a complete study of our forest highway system and its 
needs we should retain the formula that has been used for the last 35 years. We 
could perhaps suggest some method of distributing these funds that look ad- 
vantageous on the surface, but we prefer to return to the old formula for two 
reasons, 

I do want to say that I recognize a problem from the standpoint 
of the two departments, and I think the manner by which they inter- 
pret the law is perfectly reasonable. I think that the reappraisal 
figures by the Department of Agriculture certainly would demonstrate 
to any careful lawyer that you did have a problem before you. The 
aaeatson here is if it could be found feasible, to go back to the old 
formula and thus lessen what some would contend to be the inequities 
of the ee 

Senator McNamara. Well, when we get this information that has 
been requested, I think the committee will be in a better position to 
evaluate it. 

Senator Case. Now, just one further question, 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case, 
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Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, how do you interpret the proviso 
which appears at the top of page 5 of S. 3088? As I read that hur- 
riedly, it would seem to require that on further apportionments for 
forest highways that they should be based solely on the area of the 
land. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. And not include any factor for the value of the forest 
lands? 

Mr. Roruscuiw. Yes, sir. That is the way I read it too, Senator 
Case. 

Senator Casz. That would be a further modification; would it not? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That would be a very substantial modification. 

Senator Case. Do we have any tables which show us what would 
happen if that language were followed ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. Yes, sir; we do have. 

Senator Casg. For example, what would happen ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. To South Dakota? 

Senator Casr. South Dakota, California, or any State, what would 
be the general effect of basing it entirely on area ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. In the case of South Dakota, there would be a 
loss between the 1958 apportionment on a 50-50 basis and land only, 
there would be a loss on a $235,000 base of $50,000. 

Senator Casr. That would be one-seventh. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. In California, on a base of $4,296,000, there would 
be a loss of almost $1 million. 

Senator Casr. And these figures that you have just given us relate 
to the application of the language in S. 3088 ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Based on area only as opposed to the 50-50 for- 
mula previously used. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the table 
which the Secretary now has in his hand is apparently an interpre- 
tation or application of the language as proposed in the bill, I request 
also that the table which the Secretary now has also be placed in the 
record. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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Apportionment of forest highway funds based on annual authorization of 


$30,000,000 


As apportioned for 


Fiscal year 


Fiscal year 


| The apportion- 
ment for fiscal 
year 1960 that 
would result 





State 1958 based on 1959 based on by use of an 
50 percent | 75 percent | apportionment 
area, 50 area, 25 formula based 
| percent value | percent value | on national 
formula formula forest area 
only 
Alabama 7 $85, 906 | $124, 403 $103, 004 
Arizona___ an 1, 688, 596 1, 539, 728 1, 880, 830 
Arkansas 407, 824 483, 398 391, 954 
California ; is e 4, 206, 368 4, 102, 197 3, 309, 017 
Colorado__- . 2, 154, 398 1, 842, 142 2, 278, 164 
Florida _- | 174, 270 188, 416 178, 266 
Georgia a : 105, 692 130, 620 110, 628 
Idaho xe | 3, 054, 441 2, 882, 854 | 3, 364, 631 
Tilinois___. 34, 575 32, 659 34, 901 
Indiana__. 20, 110 17, 292 19, 435 
Iowa___. 973 663 
Kentucky 61, 668 76, 575 
Louisiana___ 69, 224 19, 340 
Maine _- 11, 23¢ 8, 146 
Michigan_ 321, 916 370, 668 
Minnesota. 414, 879 380. 625 
Mississippi 141, 519 229, 774 
Missouri 153, 327 185, 149 
Montana 2, 391, 34¢ 2, 248, 368 
Nebraska : 28, 004 27, 280 
Nevada 538, 155 19.044 
New Hampshire 160, 310 119, 264 
New Mexico __ 1, 202, 119 , 145, 486 
North Carolina 184, 833 95, 839 186, 337 
North Dakota 107 87 86 
Ohio 16, 429 16, 125 17, 569 
Oklahoma 20, 690 32, 556 30, 180 
Oregon _ _. 4, 132, 640 $, 306,115 | 2, 460, 46€ 
Pennsylvania 80, 067 72, 598 | 78, 135 
South Carolina 98, 345 133, 206 97,449 
South Dakota 235, 032 168, 644 185, 725 
Tennessee 100, 565 105, GO WS, 7O2 
Texas 94, 966 81, 9SO Log, 104 
Utah 996, 285 1, 027, 214 1, 204, 841 
Vermont___- 53, 676 40, 509 38, 29 
Virginia 195, O81 214, 101 239, 746 
Washington 2, O85, 098 2, 498, 417 1, 607, SSE 
West Virginia L 118, 387 132, 591 149, 876 
Wisconsin ; 167, 768 211, 954 243, 176 
Wyoming 1, 279, 738 1, 121, O46 1, 421, 552 
Puerto Rico 8, 461 4, 938 5, 483 
Alaska __- 2, 614, 976 2, 651, 993 3 441, 904 
Total * 30. OOO, OOO . 0 OOO $0, 000, OOM 


Senator McNamara. While we are placing things in the record, I 
have a communication from the American Association of State High 
way Officials and they request that it be placed in the record at an 
appropriate point. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The above-mentioned letter is as follows :) 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGH WAY OFFICIALS, 
March 4, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Senate Roads Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR GoRE: This refers to the hearings scheduled before your 
committee on March 6 and 7 to hear testimony on S. 3088 (ABC and public domain 
road 1960-61 biennial auhorizations); S. 3150 (utility reimbursement modifi- 
cation); S. 3033 


(providing for Federal participation in advance payment on 
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stockpiled materials), and the various bills dealing with roadside advertising 
along the Interstate System. 

We genuinely appreciate the invitation to the State highway departments 
to appear, but due to the short notice and heavy official commitments already 
facing our Officials, it is not possible for us to appear at this time. We are, how- 
ever, submitting this letter for the record. 

We testified before your committee on February 18, 1958, and we believe that 
gave our position on all of the above topics and matters at that time. 

In fact the highway departments covered most of them in their current official 
legislative policy that was included in my statement presented before your com- 
mittee on the 18th of February. 

In addition to those subjects listed above, we also hope that you give con- 
sideration to the matter of navigational clearances and the repeal of the Internal 
Revenue real estate tax stamp requirement, both of which we covered in our 
previous statement as we did also for the matter of payment for stockpiled 
inaterials. 

Regarding the matter of utility reimbursement, the language of the act of 
1956 was a strong invitation for the utility lobby to put on the pressure at the 
State level. We have furnished your committee membership with the status of 
such legislative activity at the State level. Quoting from our policy statement 
on this subject, it read as follows: 

“Trust fund moneys should not be used to reimburse utilities for moving 
installations from public rights-of-way that are occupying by sufferance and at 
no cost to the utility.” 

In closing, we strongly urge the prompt enactment of S. 3088, as written. As 
important as the Interstate System is to the national interest, the ABC roads are 
those of the prime local interest and constitute the lifeblood of transportation for 
the local communities. 

Our policy statement supports S. 3088 as follows: 

“It is of the utmost importance that the construction program be kept in 
balance for the various Federal-aid systems involved. Additional biennial 
authorizations for the 1960 and 1961 fiscal years for the primary and secondary 
systems and urban extensions should provide annual incremental increases for 
each category and in an amount that the Congress deems justifiable in view 
of the need and of the total Federal funds available for highway purposes. 

“The association agrees with the provisions of section 102 (a) of the Highway 
Act of 1956 as they relate to the percentage distribution of funds to the primary 
and secondary systems and urban extensions and as to the transfer provisions 
provided between these systems as set forth in section 102 (¢).” 

“Apportionments in the full amounts of the congressional authorizations for all 
Federal domain roads should be made and utilized and additional authorizations 
for the 1960 and 1961 fiscal years should not be less than those provided for the 
preceding biennial period.” 

We appreciate your courtesy in considering our views and if we can be of 
any service to the committee, please feel free to call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. R. McMILian, President 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, if the gentlemen have finished, I 
have a question. 

Senator McNamara. The Senator from West Virginia. 

Senator Rrevercoms. Mr. Secretary, S. 3088 introduced by Senator 
Chavez, section 1, Federal-aid highways, there is provision for author- 
iation and funds for Federal-aid primary highway system; Federal 
aid secondary highway system and extension in urban areas. Now 
expenditures under those systems are made under contracts made by 
the States. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Rrevercompn. I understood you to say that expenditures for 
forest highways and forest-development roads and trails were under 
contracts made directly by the departments of the Federal Govern- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Rornuscuinp. That is correct. 
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Senator Revercoms. Did I understand you to say that some of the 
forest highways, also forest development roads and trails are parts 
of the primary highways system or parts of the secondary highways 
system: is that correct? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Forest highways, the public-lands highways are 
100 percent on the Federal-aid system. The forest highways are large- 
ly on the Federal-aid system and nearly all of those which are not 
currently on the Federal-aid system could be a part of it if the States 
precipitated action to that end. 

Senator Revercoms. Here is what arises in my mind where you have 
the situation that the forest highway is part of the primary highway 
system and the State makes the contract for the expenditure of the 
primary system and the Federal Government makes the contract for 
expenditures for the forest roads, what do you do, what arises in the 
case of that kind where the forest highway is a part of the system? 
You have two contracting parties here? 

Mr. Roruscum. There is no conflict because that part of the system 
which is a forest highway system is paid for 100 percent by the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Revercoms. And is not included then as far as contracting 
or construction is concerned within the State system ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Revercoms. Going back to page 2 of S. 3088, under sub- 
section (b), the title “ Availabili ity for E xpenditure, ” is there any 
difference in the provisions of this proposed bill and existing law in 
that subsection (b) 

Mr. Roruscni. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. This authorization for $900 million for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1960, is a larger sum than the last appropriation. 

Mr. Rornscuinp. By $25 million: yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you, sir; that is all. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. On our Interstate System, we are moving toward an 
apportionment based upon the estimated cost of completing the system. 
That is a different plan that we are using now when we talk about 
forest highways, but if the forest highways are a part of the Federal- 
aid system, do you have figures to ‘show the estimated cost of com- 
pleting the forest highways system ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Yes; we do have sir. This is part of the study 
that is provided in one of these bills and in my comment I said that 
we would be happy to furnish those if you ever request them. 

Senator Case. Could you give us a table which would show what 
the application of the pr esent 75-25 formula would mean in terms of 
completing the forest highway system in each State, percentagewise / 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. I suppose we could come pretty close to it. 

Senator Case. How many years will it take to complete the forest- 
highway system under 75-25 formula ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. If I may comment on that, Senator, 80 percent of 
the forest highways are on the Federal-aid highway system and I do 
not believe that it will ever be completed. The Federal-aid highway 
system in those areas are constantly wearing out and you make an 
estimate of completing them one day and 2 or 3 years later, there is 





| 
| 
| 
} 
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almost the same amount of money available on the regular Federal-aid 
highway system because ~ others have deter iorated i in the meantime. 

At the time the section 13 report was made, I understand that the 
estimated cost of all of the forest highways would involve somewhere 
around a billion dollars but we have no current estimate of that cost 
and, as I say, it is a continuing thing because so much of it is on the 
Federal-aid highway system and it could go on ad infinitum I believe. 

Senator Casr. Let us say the cost is a billion dollars for completing 
the highways on the forest highway system. The Murray bill proposes 
an authorization of $50 million. "That would take, if it were applied 
on a proportionate basis, 20 years. 

Mr. Tattamy. ‘Twenty years, yes. 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Thirty million would take about 30 years. 

Senator Case. Well, can you without too much trouble, for at least 
a few illustrative States, show how many years it will take to complete 
the system under the application of a 75-25 formula? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. We can pick some sample States and work 
that out. 

Senator Casr. Give us a few States and give us an idea of whether 
or not this 75-25 formula is a valid formula from ‘the puropse of com- 
pleting the system. Perhaps since we are talking in terms of com- 
pleting road systems here with regard to interstate and the ABC roads, 
perhaps we ought to know what this formula would mean in terms of 
completing the forest highways? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes; we can get that. 

Senator McNamara. This information will be placed in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


Comparison of forest highway system mileage, 30-year needs, and the 1958-59 
apportionments for the 11 Western States, Alaska and certain Midwestern and 
Kastern States 





l year 1958 Fiseal year 1959 

syste (as of Est te 30-year pportionment pportionment 

June 30, 1956 ceeds 1957-8 t on 50-50 based on 75-25 

ite formula formula 

ge | Percent; Amount | Percent) Amount | Percent) Amount | Percent 

by States | of total | by States | of total | by States | of total | by States | of total 

Thousand 

Arizona 1, 039 1.3 | $115, 664 5. 6 |$1,539,726 5. 1 
Californi 2, 460 10.1 257, 520 14.3 (4, 102, 197 13.7 
Colorado 1, 497 6. 2 173, O15 7.2 |1, 842, 142 6. 1 
Idaho 1, 118 4.6 162, 170 10.2 |2, 882, 854 9. 6 
Michigan 1,170 1. 8 200, 651 3 370, 668 1.3 
Montan 1, 194 1.9 118, 940 4.4 (2. 391, 346 7.9 |2, 248, 368 | 7.5 
Nevada 319 1.3 18, 676 ae 538, 155 1.8 649, 044 2.2 
New Hampshire L66 7 19, 633 7 160, 310 5 119, 264 { 
New Mexico 651 2.7 68, 780 2. 6 |1, 202, 119 4.0 |1, 145, 486 3.8 
North Carolin 840 3.5 6Y, 483 2.6 184, 833 6 195, 839 | an 
Oklahom 49 2 7,010 8 20, 690 l 32, 556 | a 
Oregon 1, 416 5.8 166, 658 6.2 |4, 132, 640 13.9 |4, 306, 115 14. 4 
South Dakota 302 12 40, 430 Ld 235, 032 8 168, 644 6 
lennessee 567 2.3 73, 187 2.7 100, 565 3 105, 996 | .4 
Utah 716 3.0 74, 375 2.8 996, 285 5 3 |1,027, 214 3.4 
Washington 732 3.0 126, 556 4.7 |2, 085, 098 9 |2, 498, 417 | 8.3 
West Virgini 4s4 2.0 44, 842 a L118, 387 4 132, 591 4 
W yoming A477 2.0 74, $55 2.8 |1, 279, 738 4.3 |1, 121,046 3.7 
Alask 393 1.6 2, 614, 976 8.7 |2, 651, 993 8.8 
Potal 15, 590 64.2 |1, 902, 745 70.8 |27,575,893 91.9 127,149,162 90. 4 
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Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, if I may, this table that the staff 
hands me here, indicates it will take 326 years to complete the forest 
highways in Michigan under 1 formula ; 375 years under another ; 285 
under still another. 

Senator McNamara. That is correct and when I stated it would take 
more than 100 years, I did not have any definite figures but I thought 
it would express it just about as well as talking about 326 years. 

Senator Case. By measuring South Dakota “against Mickiakes we 
are well taken care of. Where it would take you 326 years, it w vill only 
take us 135. [ Laughter. | 

Senator McNamara. To me they are both over 100 years. 

Mr. Tatnamy. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that in the East the 
forest highway funds are mingled with the regular Federal-aid high- 
way funds. The amount of forest highway money made av ailable 
in most Eastern States or all the Eastern States is so relatively small 
that they cannot accomplish anything with the amount of money avail- 
able per year so they mingle the funds with the regular Federal-aid 
highway work. In those cities, the States do aw ard the contract for 
it so that the work that is done on the Federal-aid highway system 
with forest highway funds is done by the State. But, to try to figure 
out a time of completion of the forest highway system with forest 
highway money alone in the East becomes really unrealistic. 

Senator Casr. That may well be, though I think the idea of taking 
a look at the formula in terms of completing the system where the forest 
highway money has to be the main reliance of building certain seg- 
ments of road is worthy of some study, and I would like to have the 
Secretary and Mr. Tallamy have the indication of the committee to 
submit an analytical statement on that particular point in the record. 

Mr. Roruscnixp. We will be very happy to. 

Mr. TatuaAmy. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Mr. Tatuamy. It is Senator Case’s intent, I believe, to indicate 
whether or not there would be uniform completion or relatively near 
uniform completion in the various States ? 

Senator Case. Relative uniform completion where the forest high- 
ways funds have to be relied upon as the main source of completing 
important segments of the Federal-aid system. 

Senator McNamara. All right, does that complete your statement, 
Mr. Rothschild ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Tallamy, do you want to take it from 
there ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK C. TURNER, ASSIST- 
ANT COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS; CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, 
GENERAL COUNSEL, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND J. C. ALLEN, 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Tauiamy. Yes, sir; I would be very glad to. I have a pre- 
pared statement which I would like to re ad, Mr. Chairman, if I may ? 
Senator McNamara. You may proceed in your own manner. 
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Mr. Tautamy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, you 
have advised us that one of the subjects to be discussed at these hear- 
ings is S. 3150, introduced by Senator Case, which pertains to pay- 
ment of the cost of relocating utility facilities when such facilities 
must be relocated in order to make room for needed highway im- 
provements. ' 

With the permission of the committee, I would like to refer to the 
testimony of Secretary Weeks given before the committee on Janu- 
ary 8, 1958, on this subject. As the Secretary pointed out, when 
real property owned by utilities is taken for a public use, they are 
entitled to, and must be paid, just compensation. Federal funds 
should and do participate in the cost of rights-of-way acquired from 
utilities to the same extent as if the property were acquired from any 
other ownership. 

In many cases, however, utility facilities are located upon the 
rights-of-way of public highways, with the permission of the States, 
rather than upon property owned by the utilities. Ordinarily the 
utilities have contributed nothing to the cost of acquiring the rights- 
of-way, paid nothing for the privilege of installing and maintaining 
their facilites thereon, acqured no vested property interest in the 
rights-of-way, and the facilities usually occupy the highway right-of- 
way subject to the condition that no interference is caused to public 
travel. Occupancy of highway rights-of-way under these conditions 
has been a distinct financial advantage to the utilities, enabling them 
to avoid the cost of acquiring rights-of-way, to reduce their capital 
investments, and to save on taxes. Ordinarily, when publicly or pri- 
vately owned property is occupied under similar circumstances, the 
occupant is legally obligated to-remove, and pay the cost of removing, 
any Improvements or facilities which interfere = ith any use to which 
the owner desires to devote the property. We feel that this principle 
should be applied uniformly, whether the occupant be a utility, a 
private person or other entity. We = not believe that Federal 
funds should participate in the cost of reloc ‘ating utility facilities 
where the utility is not entitled to compensation under the usual 
constitutional provisions because no vested property right was taken. 

State legislation on this subject since enactment of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 has created difficult problems. During 1956 
nid 1957, legislation which would provide for payment by the State 
of the cost of relocating utility facilities was considered by the legis- 
lative assemblies of 40 States. Such legislation was given favorable 
consideration in 22 States, but was vetoed in 6 States, so that the legis- 
lation beeame law in 16 States. Under these 16 enactments, only 
State will pay the cost of utility facilities on all State-maintained 
highways. 

Senator Revercoms. I don’t follow vou there, one State paid for 
the cost of removal ¢ 

Mr. Tantamy. Removal or relocation of the utility, only one State 
will pay the cost. 

Five of the enactments relate to all Federal-aid projects and 10 
relate to projects on the Interstate System only, where the Federal 
share of the cost isat least 90 percent. 

Legislation which applies such practices and procedures to the In- 
terstate System differing from those applicable to other highways 
certainly is not fair and equitable. 
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Under 8. 3150, Federal funds could be used to reimburse a State 
for 50 percent of the amount which the State is required to pay, under 
State law, for the relocation of utility facilities necessit: ated by the 
construction of a project on any of the Federal-aid systems. The 
bill would unquestionably be a deterrent to the enactment of legisla- 
tion, such as that which has been considered and enacted in many 
States, providing that the State may or shall pay the cost of relocation 
of utility facilities on interstate projects where the Federal share is at 
least 90 percent under existing Federal law. The bill would have a 
beneficial effect by protecting and preserving the amount of Federal 
aid highway funds available for highw ay construction. 

We believe, however, that when property is taken for the right-of 
way of a Federal-aid highway Federal funds should participate in 
the cost thereof to the same extent, whether the owner of the property 
is a private individual, a utility, or some other entity. We feel that 
Federal funds should not participate in the cost of relocating facili 
ties where no vested property right is taken and no constitutional 
right to compensation exists, whether the owner of the facility be a 
private individual, a utility, or some other entity. 

In order to accomplish these objectives, we recommend that the 
Congress enact legislation prohibiting the use of Federal funds to 
reimburse a State for the cost of relocation of utility facilities, except 
when such costs are a measure of compensation for ee rights 
acquired for the right-of-way for a highway on one of the I reden al 
aid systems. Draft legislation on this subject is being prepared, and 
will be submitted to the Congress within the next few days. 

Your chairman has also advised that you intend to consider S. 3033 
at this time. This bill would permit Federal funds to participate in 
the cost of materials stockpiled for use on Federal-aid highway 
projec ts. 

In many instances, for efficient conduct of the work, large volumes 
of durable materials such as crushed rock, sand, steel, and the like are 
delivered to a highway project a considerable period before they can 
actually be used. Iu such cases they are stockpiled at or near the job 
site until they are actually needed. These materials may re present a 
substantial investment, and the contractor is, of course, anxious to 
receive payment as soon as possible. A number of the States follow 
the practice of paying the contractor for such materials. On highway 
projects constructed by the Bureau of Public Roads, such as forest 
highway projects, the Bureau can and does pay contractors for stock 
piled materials, under specified terms and conditions. 

Under existing Federal-aid law, however, Federal funds cannot par 
ticipate in the cost of materials until they have actually been put into 
a Federal-aid highway project. Consequently, a State cannot be 
reimbursed for the Federal share of the cost of stoc kpiled testitads 
Senate bill 3033 would change this and would permit Federal funds 
to be used to reimburse the States for such purposes, and I believe it 
is a desirable modification of existing law. However, I do believe 
that this bill, if enacted, should be administered so as to apply only to 
stockpiled bulky materials which are durable in nature and represent 
a substantial proportion of the project cost. 

Senator McNamara. Back to the next to the last paragraph, you 
read, “Federal-aid highway project,” is that correct or should it be 
forest highways? 
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Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. 

Senator McNamara. It is not a correction. I think the recorder 
has it straight. 

Is there any comment or questions on this statement by Mr. Tallamy ? 

Senator Revercoms. I have a question. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. In your last sentence you say that if this fails 
to be enacted into law, that it should be administered so as to apply 
only to stockpiled bulky materials which are durable in nature and 
represent a substantial proportion of the project cost. I can under- 
stand a recommendation applying to the kind of material to be stock- 
piled, but why, Mr. Tallamy, should it represent a substantial propor- 
tion of the project cost?) Why would you make it applicable to those 
cases- 

Mr. Tartamy. Any material that is necessary to stockpile, I am 
sure, will represent a substantial proportion of the costs. I am afraid 
that if we got into the stockpiling of items which did not represent a 
substantial portion of the cost, it would become a warehousing propo- 
sition and the mechanics of keeping track of it on the part of the State 
or on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads would become very 
difficult indeed. 

Senator Revercoms. Complex in administration. 

Mr. Tattamy. Entirely too complex 

Senator Revercoms. It is a matter of administration rather than a 
matter of quantity of material ? 

Mr. Tattamy. E xactly, sir. 

Senator McNamara. In connection with that same paragraph, you 
do not mention stockpiling, for instance, steel shapes. Did you pur- 
posely exclude them ? 

Mr. Tartamy. No, I included them when I included the use of 
steel. 

Senator McNamara. All right. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Steel mesh, steel shapes, plates. 

Senator McNamara. Bulky material durable in nature would in- 
clude such things as that. 

Mr. Tarttamy. Yes, sir. Gravel is another thing I did not men- 
tion. 

Senator McNamara. Any further questions or comment ? 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Ch: airman, so that I can understand the views 
of the Department on the problem: of utility relocation, it is the view 
of the Department, I take it, that Federal contributions to States 
should no be-used for the cost of relocating utilities unless the relo- 
cation of those utilities requires the taking by the State of a property 
right under State law ¢ 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue,. Whether that property right be represented by 
a fee title to some land or easement constitutional under the law of 
the State in question ¢ 

Mr. Tatnamy. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Kucuen. Beyond that, the view of the Department would 
be that not more than 50 percent of the costs of acquiring such a 
property right be borne by Federal moneys? 
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Mr. TatiAmy. No, we would recommend that the proportion that 
would be applicable to the Federal-aid highway that is involved 
would apply all across the board, if it is 50-50 or 90-10. 

Senator Kucuen. I see. 

Senator McNamara. This would not apply very generally, would 
it? These would be exceptional cases rather than the general ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Right now, 16 States have enacted legislation which 
would require the Bureau of Public Roads to contribute to the cost 
of relocating utilities on existing rights-ofway of State highways, 
where they are thereby several and.there is no private right involved-. 
To the extent that those 16 States have recently enacted legislation, 
it would affect them, of course. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask this question right here, you say 
the States have enacted this legislation. To what extent do you 
feel that is taking Federal funds allocated to the Federal project ? 
It would not take any part of the 90 percent of the Federal money / 
Where the State legislature says they are going to pay for the reloc: 
tion of utility facilities and there is no Fec leral law on that sub- 
ject, do you feel that because of that State enactment that money 
could be taken from the 90 percent contributed to the State on an 
Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Under the 1956 legislation, we are authorized to pay 
for the cost of relocating facilities that are on highway rights-of- 
way and those reloc ations are nec essary for Federal-aid construction 
and 10 States in recognition of that have passed legislation in the 
past 18 months stating that the State shall pay the cost of relocating 
the utilities when necessary because of interstate highway improve- 
ments. 

Senator Revercoms. Now, the State pays it. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Then we have to pay 90 percent of that cost un 
der that legislation. 

Senator Revercoms. Under this Federal legislation ? 

Mr. Tatutamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roruscui. To put it another way, there are 2 rules in these 
10 States. They do not pay the cost of relocation on the ABC system 
where they have to pi vy 50 percent, but they do pay the cost of reloca- 
tion on the Interstate System where the Federal Government picks 
up 90 percent of the tab. 

Senator Revercoms. Under the Federal act, we are bound by the 
State legislation on the Interstate System to acquire the right-of-way 
and to agree to pay the removal of the utility facilities? 

Mr. Tauiamy. I believe we are, sir. There is one State that is con- 
testing the constitutionality of it and we will not know the ultimate 
outcome of that until it is carried to the higher courts. But, I believe 
that we will be subject to make that payment. 

Senator Revercoms. Public Law 627, Mr. Chairman, section 111, 
“Relocation of Utility Facilities,” under the subject of “Availability 
of Federal Funds for Reimbursement to States,” says and I would 
like to read this into the record at this point: 

Subject to the conditions contained in this section, whenever a State shall 
pay for the cost of relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construc- 
tion of a project on the Federal-aid primary or secondary systems or on the 
Interstate System, including extensions thereof within urban areas, Federal 
funds may be used to reimburse the State for such costs in the same proportion 
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as Federal funds are expended on the project: Provided, That Federal funds 
shall not be apportioned to the States under this section when the payment to 
the utility violates the law of the State or violates a legal contract between 
the utility and the State. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the law has been declared on the 
subject. 

Senator McNamara. What is your comment, Mr. Tallamy, on this 
section ¢ 

Mr. Tatitamy. Because of this section, the States have enacted laws 
to the effect that States shall pay the cost of relocating a facility and 
since the States have made such an enactment, they are now eligible 
for a 90 percent reimbursement for the costs. It is not violation of 
the State law. 

Senator Revercoms. Is it your position, Mr. Tallamy, section 111, 
which I have read into the record, should be repealed ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I did not quite catch the question ? 

Senator McNamara. The question was, should that portion of the 
act be repealed and the answer was “Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Section 111, which authorizes payment for re- 
moval of utility facilities. The question I put was, should it be re- 
pealed under the view held by Mr. Tallamy, and he said that he 
favored that. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Tallamy, if you make the repayment follow the 
percentage of funds paid on the cost of a highway and you permit the 
States to select, as the language in the 1956 act does, do you not think 
that is an invitation to the States to do exactly what they did with 
having a large number of them say, “We will do it only where the 
Federal Government puts up the 90 percent” 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, I do, Senator. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the reason that I introduced the bill 
providing for the 50 percent limitation is that I think that inad- 
vertently the conferees on the act of 1956 followed this language as 
a result of an impasse which developed in the conference. 

My recollection may not be accurate in all details on this matter, 
but my recollection is that in the bill which passed the Senate, the 
originé al Gore bill, so to speak, we did not have such a provision; that 
in the bill, S. 1048, which Miss Porter of the staff kindly hands me, we 
had this language: 

Subject to the conditions contained in this section, 50 percent of the cost of 
relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construction of a project on 
the Federal primary, secondary, or Interstate Systems in which Federal funds 
have participated, may be paid from Federal funds whenever under the laws of 
the State where the project is being constructed the entire relocation cost is 
required to be borne by the utility. 

Subparagraph (b) : 


For the purposes of this section the term “utility” shall include publicly, 
privately, and cooperatively owned utilities. 

Subparagraph (c) : 

For the purposes of this section, the term “cost of relocation” shall include 
the entire amount paid by such utility properly attributable to such relocation 
after deducting therefrom any increase in the value of the new facility and any 
salvage value derived from the old facility. 


22T769—58 32 
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* Subparagraph (d): 

No more than 2 percent of any sum apportioned to any State for any fiscal 
year may be expended under the provisions of this section, and expenditures 
under this section from any such sum shall be made only with respect to utility 
relocations in connection with projects prosecuted by the use of such sum. 

Subparagraph (e) : 

Any utility required to relocate a facility within the terms of this section 
shall have a right to payment out of Federal funds as in this section provided. 
The Secretary is authorized to make such payments on the basis of an agreement 
approved by him, entered into between the State highway department and the 
utility, which agreement shall contain an estimate or an agreed price of the 
cost of relocation. In lieu of such agreement the utility may file with the State 
highway department a certified statement of the cost of relocation, subject to 
the approval of the State highway department. The State highway department 
shall transmit such statement to the Secretary with the final voucher for 
approval by the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, my recollection is that in the conference, the discus- 
sion occurred over paragraph (d), that is, the limitation that no 
more than 2 percent of any sum apportioned to any State for any 
fiscal year may be expanded, and so forth. That was the one which 
precipitated the discussion. It was pointed out that the administra 
tion of a 2-percent limitation based on fiscal years would be difficult ; 
that you might have the portion of a project which involved utility 
relocations come one year and not another, or the amount of funds 
that might be paid in any given year would be higher than in another 
year, so that the 2 percent for a fiscal year would not, bear a true 
relationship to the utility costs of a total project. 

It would depend upon what portions of the project happened to 
come within that year so that that would be difficult for administra- 
tion. 

Finally, the conferees, not finding a solution to that problem, de- 
cided to take the House language and the House language was taken 
more or less in the conference without discussion of its full implica- 
tions, and that in taking the House language, we dropped not merely 
this 2-percent limitation, but we also dropped the 50-percent limita- 
tion. 

And in picking up the House language, we made it possible for the 
States to select the particular system of roads upon which the utility 
reimbursement would be made and created in effect the invitation for 
them to select the 90-10 percent basis of the Interstate System. 

I say, as one of the conferees, that it was not our intent to create such 
an invitation; that it was only our intent to meet the situation where 
the law of the State created that as a cost of the project. Therefore, I 
introduced this bill to substitute a paragraph in the law which would 
reinstate the 50-percent limitation, which was in the bill S. 1048 as 
originally approved by this committee and passed by the Senate. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? Will 
the Senator yield ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Prior to the enactment of Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1956, was there revision of the use of the part of the 50 
percent Federal-aid funds for the relocation of utility facilities? Did 
the Senator get my question ? 

Senator Casr. Well, I do not know that I am competent to answer 
that question. I do have handed me now by the staff the conference 
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report which accompanied H. R. 10660, which was the number which 
carried the final act of 1956, because it embraced the revenue features, 
the conference report as submitted to the House of Representatives on 
June 25, 1956, on section 111, “Relocation of utility facilities” reads as 
follows, and since it is so pertinent to this question, Mr. Chairman, I 
think it ought to be read into the record. It is the conference report 
which was submitted and on which the House action at least was 
taken: 

The House bill (sec. 113) and the Senate amendment (sec. 111) contained 
similar provisions which would have permitted Federal funds to be used to 
reimburse a State for utility relocation costs which the State had paid for under 
its own laws or practices. Both the House and Senate provisions would have 
denied apportionment of Federal funds for this purpose to any State when the 
payment to the utility violated the law of the State or a legal contract between 
the utility and the State. The Senate amendment differed from the House bill, 
however, in that it provided that no more than 2 percent of any sum appor- 


tioned to any State for any fiscal year might be expended under the section. 
The House bill contained no such limitation. 

This 2 percent limitation would have resulted in administrative difficulties. 
It could have caused inequities, particularly to small utilities and municipalities, 
and in some instances resulted in failure to fully reimburse States which ‘would 
otherwise have been reimbursed under the policy which the Bureau of Public 
Roads has followed of reimbursing States that pay relocation costs. 


Now, I interpolate there to say that may shed a little light on the 
question raised by the Senator from West Virginia. There had been a 
policy apparently under which the Bureau of Public roads reimbursed 
States that paid relocation costs. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield on that 
point? May I] address that question to Secretary Rothschild or to 
Mr. Tallamy. Prior to the enactment of Public Law 627, which is 
the Federal Highway Act of 1956, where Federal funds used to re- 
imburse the State for money expended in the removal of utilities? 

Mr. Rornscuimp. There was no statutory provision for paying such 
funds nor was there any prohibition for paying them and it had been 
the practice of the Bureau, according to my information, to reim- 
burse the States where State law required the States to pay for utility 
removal. 

Senator Revercoms. That you say was done as a practice and not 
done under any specific authorization and statute ? 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. No authorization and no prohibition. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, to continue the conference report: 

Section 113 of the bill as passed by the House and recommended and ac- 
cepted by the conferees recognizes the equity of reimbursing utilities for the 
cost of relocating facilities when required for Federal-aid highway projects. 
Further, this section makes it clear that it is the intention of the Federal Gov- 


ernment to assume its proportionate share of utility relocation costs whenever 
a State allows such cost. 


Under the existing practice of the Bureau of Public Roads, Federal funds 
may participate in utility relocation costs to the same extent as other construc- 
tion costs without any percentage limitation based on the State’s apportionment. 

In adopting the House language, the conference agreement intends that the 
section will be applicable to the amount paid by the State. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have said, I think that the conferees found the 
stumbling block to be a workable interpretation or application of the 
limitation of 2 percent. of the cost as is indicated in the report and 
running into that difficulty, the Senate conferees y ielde d to the House 
and said, “Well, we will take the House language,” but I think it was 
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without consideration of the fact that the House language did not 

carry the 50 percent limitation which the Senate language did. At 
oak the issue should be raised and appropriately, I think, that the 
Secret tary properly raised the question in his original report to this 
committee by pointing out what had happened im a large number 
of States and | think the issue is before the committee and we have 
to consider it in executive session when we work on the bill. 

Senator Gore (presiding). Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, | just want to ask the Senator 
this question. Senator Case, does your bill limit the 50-percent re- 
imbursement of the States for the cost of removal of utilities‘ Is 
that the main purpose of your bill / 

Senator Casz. Yes; it would place a 50- percent limitation on it as 
the original bill did. I do not know that 1s the answer. Maybe the 
thing to do is to repeal the section entirely. However, if you repeal 
the section entirely, then the Bureau can fall back upon just doing 
by policy or prac tice what it had previously done without any spec ific 
authority and law or at least a specific direction to do so and perhaps 
without any prohibition against doing so. 

Senator Revercomn. How will the Bureau of Roads do that if the 
section is repealed ? 

Senator Casr. They did it before the section existed. 

Senator Revercomr. The legislative position would be a little 
stronger if it were repealed, it seems to me. 

Senator Gore. I would like to advise the subcommittee with respect 
to the hearings on proposals to encourage States to regulate outdoor 
advertising along the right-of-way for the Interstate System. I have 
considered the hear ing next Monday to be an extention of the hearing 
we have already had on that subject and have advised some witnesses 
who have previously testified before the subcommittee that the hear- 
ing Monday will be but a continuation of previous hearings, in which 
they have already appeared. If there is no objection on “the part of 
the subcommittee, I will thus advise the witnesses who have previously 
appeared. 

Secretary Rothschild and Mr. 'Tallamy, in repeated conversations 
with each of you, and with Secretary Weeks, I have urged that the 
administration submit to us its recommendations for acceleration of 
the highway program. It is my understanding that the administra 
tion is undertaking to reexamine the problem with the possibility 
and, if not, the probability that additional recommendations will be 
submitted to the committee. 

We have sort of stretched out the hearing, may I say, to use a bad 
word, stretched out the hearing, but we do “wish to pass a bill in the 
Senate before the Easter recess. 

Do you have any information for the committee, Secretary Roths- 
child, as to when, or if, a further recommendation might be sub 
mitted ? 

Off the record. 

( Diseussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rornuscuitp. I will be very happy to answer the question. 
This is one of the major problems which has been under constant con 
sideration since we appeared before you initially. 

Senator Gore. I so understood. 


é 
' 
' 
' 
’ 








ae nen 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 495 


Mr. RoruscHutp. And not a day has gone by that we have not done 
a considerable amount of work on the problem. It is progressing 
each time we meet on it, and I would anticipate that we will be com- 
ing to you shortly. 1 would not like to put an hour or date on it, 
but we will be in shortly with the administration proposal. 

Senator Gorn. Thank you very much. I have hesitated—not only 
hesitated—I have not yet introduced a bill, but since you indicate 
that the administration is about ready to submit a proposal, and since 
the time is drawing near, | think I shall introduce a bill either today 
or tomorrow. If it would be convenient with the Department, next 
‘Tuesday will be set aside for appearance of the Secretary of Com- 
merce, Under Secretary, Mr. Tallamy, all of you, with respect to the 
administration’s proposal, and the bill which I will introduce today 
or tomorrow. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Let me try to work it out. Just leave the schedule open. 1 will 
have to look and see how many witnesses we have on this billboard 
proposition, 

Are there any further questions of Secretary Rothschild or Mr. 
Tallamy ? 

If not, thank you, gentlemen. 

I want to place in the record a letter from Mr. Tallamy with respect 
to a letter and statement by Commissioner Leech and Mr. Peeler. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BurREAU OF PuBLIC ROADS, 
Washington, D. C., Mareh 5, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GorRE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DekAR SENATOR GORE: | have your letter of February 26 inquiring as to our 
procedures jvith respect to Federal payments for right-of-way acquisition and 
enclosing correspondence on the subject from Mr. ©. L. Peeler to Commissioner 
Leech of the Tennessee Highway Department. 

It would appear that there must be some misunderstanding on the part of 
Mr. Leech and Mr. Peeler since our procedures do permit payment of Federal 
funds to the States for the advance acquisition of right-of-way for Federal-aid 
projects. If land necessary for right-of-way is properly programed and acquired 
and a request for reimbursement is made under the procedures outlined in 
Policy and Procedure Memorandum 21—4.1, the expenditure for such properties 
is reimbursable in exactly the same manner as lands purchased for immediate 
use, 

The only restriction is that the project agreement necessary before reimburse- 
ment can be made does require, as provided by section 110 of the 1956 act, that 
ictual construction of a road on such rights-of-way will be provided for within 
» Years after the request is made. 

in view of the apparent misunderstanding of the policy and procedure memo 
randum in question, I am asking Mr. C. W. Phillips, Chief of the Right-of-Way 
Division, to arrange a conference with Mr. Leech to discuss the procedures govy- 
erning the Bureau’s participation in the acquisition of right-of-way. 

Iam sure this discussion will be helpful. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator. 


Senator Gore. From Commissioner Leech’s statement, and perhaps 
from your own operations, you realize that there have been some bot- 
tlenecks and hi andicaps in Tennessee. I appreciate having your letter 
and I will put that in the record now. 
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Do you have anything further to say ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, appar 
ently there was some misunderstanding on the part of Mr. Leech 
and the right-of-way man, because they felt apparently that we would 
not pay for the cost of advance purchase of right-of-way. Actually, 
we do pay 90 percent of the cost of advance purchase of right-of-way, 
and have so advised them. 

In addition to that, I am sending down to Tennessee one auditor 
who was down there today, and another one Monday, to make certain 
that there will be no delay whatsoever in approving vouchers which 
the State has submitted to us, or will submit to us. 

It may be that the State has not received some payments for rights 
of-way because they have not been audited and, if that is the case, 
I want to make sure that we will have men to handle the job and I 
have sent down additional men to do SO. 

Senator Gore. In order to expedite and accelerate the program, are 
you constantly reviewing the relationships between the Bureau and 
other States to take similar action to expedite the processing of 
applications ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir, and I have also advised the States through 
our regional men that if they have any concern at all, to take them 
up with the regional men. And if they have any further desire to 
believe th: a additional expedition is necessary, to take it wp with me, 
because if I do not know of any complaint, naturally, I cannot do 
anything about it. So I want them to advise me. 

Se 1ator Gore. Well, I hope that the committee has served as a good 
transmission belt in this instance. 

Mr. Tatitamy. I hope so, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wirth, the committee is very pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD WIRTH, NATIONAL PARK K SERVICE 


Mr. Wirru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to say very briefly that we appreciate very much 
the funds made available through this committee to get our park roads 
and parkways in shape, and that it has been a great help in developing 
our mission 66 program which, of course, you realize, is a program 
to get the parks in shape for the anticipated 30 million visitors by 
1966. 

As to this partic ular bill, S. 3088, why I have no approval from the 
Bureau of the Budget; I do hi ive a clear answer from the Department, 
but we would like very much to have the money allotted for both park- 
ways and roads and trails increased from $16 million to $25 million. 

1 have before me our complete control schedule for mission 66 pro- 
gram, and we have bronght that straight down from 1957 through 
1966 and, of course, we are in 1958 fiscal year now, in an effort to get 
all of our park roads in shape to meet the anticipated load, and that 
is Increasing about the rate of 10 percent a vear. 

We anticipate by 1966, we will have replaced, brought our roads 
up to conditions and standards that are desirable for public safety 
and proper use of the parks and parkways, and built what additional 
roads that we will need. 
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That will just about complete everything we need in the parks with 
the exception, in case new areas are added to the System or the normal 
wear and tear and replacement that comes after that, which will not 
be anything as great as it is at the present time. 

I have two sheets here, which I could tear out—I do not think you 
want to enclose all of this as it has all our buildings and utilities and 
also has location where we propose to spend our funds on roads and 
trails and parkways and buildings and utilities—but I have 2 sum- 
mary sheets here, 1 on parkways and 1 on roads and trails and, briefly, 
it is based on present prices. It calls for $25 million a year ‘for 1960 
on parkways; $22.5 million for 1962 and 1963 ; and $19 million for 
1964 and 1965; and $16.5 million for 1966, leaving only a balance of 
about $15 million worth of parkway roads to do at that time. 

Under the “Roads and trails,” it calls for $25 million for 1960 and 
1961, also for 1962 and 1963 and 1964; and $24 million for 1965 and 

1966, leaving approximately $30 million worth of work to do after 
that in re pl cement of roads. 

As far in advance as we can see, we feel that it would be very desir- 
able to increase this allotment from $16 million to $25 million. 

That is my statement, sir. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wirth, since we have placed contractual authority in the nigh: 
way legislation by the Highway Act of 1954, have you been gettin 
the full amount of authorization in appropriations? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir; we have. We do not know what we will get 
in 1959 yet because the full amount is not in the 1959 budget at the 
present time. 

Senator Case. Prior to that time, I believe you were getting about, 
what was it, $314 million a year out of a $10 million authorization? 

Mr. Wirrn. Well, out of $10 million authorization, we were getting 
$214, million, $414 million, $5 million, $3 million, and $10 million. It 
varied; we did not get the full amount of the authorizations; that is 
correct. ; 

Senator Case. But roughly you got perhaps a third of the author 
ization ? 

Mr. Wirtrn. That is about right, sir. 

Senator Case. That would mean then about $314 million a year / 

Mr. Wirrn. Approximately. 

Senator Case. And the authorization was stepped up from $10 
million to $16 million by the 1954 and 1956 acts ? 

Mr. Wirrn. The 1954 act stepped it up to $1214 million for 1955, 
= the 1956 act does it up to $16 million for the 1958 and 1959 
fiscal years. 

Senator Casz. And with contractual authority you have been get- 
ting the full appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Wirtu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I bring that out, Mr. Chairman, because earlier today, 
we had some testimony with regard to the situation on the forest high- 
ways, which has not paralleled the result attained here. When we 
went to this, we did so because there was a great lag between the 
authorization and the appropriation, and because the parks were nota- 
bly experiencing a great increase in visitors and I recall Mr. Wirth 
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testifying that the maintenance costs alone on some of the old roads 
were very severe, and a comparative maintence cost betw een the new 
roads and old roads was striking. I think you were paying as high 
as $3,000 a year, almost, to maintain some of the old roads. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes; we were, and, well, say, for instance, the one road 
in Mount Rainier, for instance, we started in 1929, just finished it up 
this year, because every year we put a few thousand dollars in it, 
we had to go back the following year and spend about half the money 
we had in going over what we did in order to get in and finish up 
and, of course, on the parkways, both the National Parkw: ay and the 
Blue Ridge Parkway, we have been working on for a long time, we 
propose to get them all cleaned up for mission 66. 

Senator Case. Has the augmentation of the funds and the contrac- 
tual authority for the parkways and the park roads and trails been 
of material benefit to you in getting your mission 66 underway ? 

Mr. Wirrn. It has been really the backbone of it. It has been very 
good, and we have, and I might say here, the only reason for the 
increase in this cost here now over the $16 million is due to the unit 
increase in cost of materials, and so forth. 

In other words, we have not altered our mission 66 program from 
the time of its conception. The increased money is needed to meet the 
increased costs that we have had, and it has gone up about—since this 
was started—it has gone up pretty close to 18 percent, 17 percent, in 
that category. 

Senator Case. Do you let the contracts for these park roads or are 
they let through the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Wirrn. The Bureau of Public Roads acts as our engineer. We 
go out and make the selections, jointly from the landscape and archi- 
tectural st: andpoint, they do the engineering work. They act, just as 
if we employ an engineer; they are our engineers to advise us and 
they draw up the plans and specifications, we go over with them, we 
have joint approval, and then they advertise for bids, and they review 
it and they recommend them to us. 

We take a look at them, and if we agree we approve it. We work 
very well together. 

Senator Casr. This increase from $16 million to $25 million, you 
say has the approval of the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. Wirtn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. I have no further questions. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 10 tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday, March 7, 1958.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 7, 1958 


UNTrep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBpcoMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., in 
room 412, Senate Office Building, Hon. Albert Gore presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore, Neuberger, Scott, and Case. 
Also present: Senators Morse, Watkins, Dworshak, Barrett, Mans- 
field, and Allott. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 
Senator Mansfield. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, due to the fact that you have a 
number of witnesses, I will make my remarks very brief. I would like 
at this time to have permission to insert after my remarks statements 
by Senator Anderson of New Mexico and Frank Church of Idaho on 
the matter before the committee for discussion. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing here 
today on behalf of the Montana delegation, the distinguished senior 
Senator, James E. Murray and our two able Congressmen, Lee Met- 
calf and LeRoy Anderson, to express our views on S. 3088 and our 
amendment to it, S. 3220. 

I am informed that if the forest highway program were to proceed 
on schedule approximately $1.3 billion would have to be spent in the 
next 10 years on construction only. Under present authorization, 
only $300 million will be made available over the next 10 years. 

The forest highway program in my State is an example of the need 
for this increased authorization. Forest highway and road needs in 
the State of Montana for the next 10 years will cost approximately 
$64.9 million. At the present rate it will take at least 29 years to com- 
plete what normally should be a 10-year program. 

Yesterday the chairman put in a bill, which I am very pleased to 
cosponsor, that will accelerate the whole highway program. This is 
very important, especially in view of the situation in which the Natien 
finds itself. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. Do you know of any 
public-works program in which an expenditure will go more directly 
and in a larger proportion to the employment of men than highways 
and roads? 
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Senator Mansrietp. None. The plans have been laid, the moneys 
have been authorized, I think the stretchout is too long and the basis of 
the bill which you introduced and which I was delighted to cosponsor 
with you, on my own initiative, I may say, will of course accelerate 
that program to a degree which will take cognizance of the present 
situation, give relief to our people on a basis of reality and certainly 
will have nothing of a boondoggling feature or nature attached to it. 

I think it is one of the most sound programs which we could under- 
take at this time and I would certainly hope that the administration 
would see the soundness of the Senator from Tennessee’s view and get 
behind a bill of that nature to get this program underway so that the 
people can benefit in a realistic practical manner. 

Senator Gore. I am informed, Senator Mansfield, and the commit- 
tee was informed yesterday by Under Secretary Rothschild that the 
administration—I would like to get the exact words. I have been try- 
ing to quote him 2 or 3 times. I would like to put in just what Secre- 
tary Rothschild did say. 


Here it is: 


Senator Gore. Do you have any information for the committee, Secretary 
Rothschild, about when or if a further recommendation might be submitted? 

Mr. RorHscuHILp. I will be very happy to answer the question. This is one of 
the major problems which has been under constant consideration since we 
appeared before you initially. 

Senator Gore. So I understood. 

Mr. RoruHscHiLp. And not a day has gone by that we have not done a consid- 
erable amount of work on the problem. It is progressing each time we meet 
on it, and I would anticipate that we will be coming to you shortly. I would not 
like to put an hour or date on it, but we will be in shortly with the administration 
proposal. 

We have just arranged for the committee to meet Tuesday, so I join 
with you in the hope ‘that the administration will, if not endorse the 
bill which I introduced yesterday, at least present a proposal on which 
we can reach a bipartisan program. I want to keep the highway pro- 
gram bipartisan as I am sure you do. 

Senator MAnsrietp. Yes, indeed, and I am delighted with that 
statement by Secretary Rothschild. It would seem to indicate that 
what you had to say on the bill which has been introduced, which I am 
sure had many, many sponsors and will have many more before it is 
considered, that there is a posses of quick action on the highway 
program throughout the Nation in the near future and with the 
coming of warmer weather, I think it is imperative we get underway 
as soon as we possibly can. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Revercomr. I think the feeling expressed by the Senator 
ef getting underway and pushing as promptly as we can is also the 
feeling of those members of the committee on this side of the table 
with whom I have discussed this subject. I do not think there is any 
question about m4 and certainly, the Under Secretary, Mr. Roths- 
child, and Mr. Tallamy have expressed the same viewpoint in their 
appearance before this committee. 

Senator Mansrietp. I am sure this would not be partisan in nature 
and IT am delighted to hear you say this because this is a matter in 
which politics has no place as the country is in need and this is a 
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program which can get underway as soon as possible to help all our 
people. 

Senator Revercoms. I thoroughly agree, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Senator, I hope no one will overlook the second 
feature in the bill which is to accelerate also the so-called ABC roads, 
the secondary, pr imary, and urban. I have had a survey made of the 
States and the States report that they could put money under contract 
in 60 days’ time at the community level on roads, streets, and high- 
ways and here is a program on which the adavnece planning, of w hich 
President Eisenhower spoke a few days ago, has been accomplished 
and a program through which we can reach every community in the 
country. 

Senator Mansrievp. That is correct and that is the reason why I 
am delighted with the bill which the Senator from Tennessee intro- 
duced because I think it is a step in the right direction and would be of 
great value in a time of great need. 

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before the committee calls for a com- 
plete review of our forest highway program to be completed by 
January 1, 1960. The major objectives of this study would be to reveal 
all of the roads that should be in the forest highway system. The 
completed survey would give estimates showing how much it would 
cost. to complete the system. The results of the survey would provide 
a statement of the amounts necessary for the 10-year period, 1962-72 

We would in effect be tying this program to the 1956 act by pro- 
viding for it to roll along with it through 1972, with provisions 
for biennial authorizations at a level the Congress elected to make. 
There are many roads in the West which should be placed on the 
forest highway system and until we have a comprehensive study the 
Congress will not be in a position to suggest a new formula for the 
distribution of forest highway funds. 

\s the members of the committee know, the Secretary of Commerce 
has suggested that the forest highway program be financed by the 
trust fund. The members of the Montana delegation feel that Con- 
gress should del: iy action on the trust fund proposal until the study 

called for in S. 3240 is completed. 

This legislation would return the forest highway program to the ap- 
portionment utilized in fiscal year 1958 and make it effective retro- 
actively for 1959, 1960, and 1961. In 1957 the method by which for- 
est highway funds were distributed was c shanged by the Secretaries of 
Commerce and Agriculture. The law which had been in effect for 35 
years provided that the distribution of funds was to be on the basis 
of national forest area and value. During this period equal weight 
Was given to both considerations. 

The new formula established last November gives a weight of 75 
percent to area and 25 percent to value. In establishing the new 
method the Departments said that they were restroing the old bal- 
ance. I feel that a State-by-State examination would reveal that this 
is not necessar ily so. 

The Montana delegation feels that the only really satisfactory means 
of resolving the matter of apportionment would be to base the con- 

clusion on the results of the proposed study. 

The proper solution is to wipe the slate clean and undertake a con- 
gressional study in cooperation with the appropriate officers of each 
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State or Territory containing a national forest. This is the most 
equitable method of obtaining new facts and views of all concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, there should be no misunderstanding of the legis- 
lative intent of S. 3220. On page 1, line 10, reading through page 2, 
line 8, it was the intent of the sponsors of this bill that whatever the 
committee did insofar as the level of authorization was concerned, 
the apportionment relationship between the States in 1958 would not 
be upset. 

This bill provides that the same percentage of the amounts auth- 
orized for 1959, 1960, and 1961, shall be apportioned for expendi- 
tures in each State, Alaska, and Puerto Rico as was apportioned for 
fiscal year 1958. There is a complete absence of reference to formulas, 
values, and areas in this language. 

In fiscal year 1958, Montana got 7.971 percent of the funds ap- 
portioned. This would prevail in fiseal year 1959 by rescinding the 
administrative decision of November 1957 and it would prevail in 
1960 and 1961. We do not feel that the old formula is the best nor 
do we feel that the new formula is of absolutely no value. What 
we are saying is that until a compre s+hensive study is completed, Mon- 
tana should continue to get 7.971 percent of the funds, Tennessee 
should. get 0.335 percent, and Califor nia should get 14.321 percent. 

We have used this formula for 35 years and I certainly feel that we 
can live with it for 2 or 3 more years. When the proposed study is 
complete we can expect a new and more adequate program. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say before concluding, that each member 
of the Montana delegation has received a wire from Montana’s State 
highway engineer, F red Quinnell, Jr., urging that favorable consider- 
ation be given to this legislation authorizing an increase in forest 
highway funds, so vital to forest highways and the development of 
the timber indust ny: 

The Montana delegation respectfully requests that S. 3088 be 
amended by including the language of S. 3220. 

Having completed my statement on behalf of S. 3220, Mr. Chair 
man, I would like to take this opportunity on behalf of Governor J. 
Hugo Aronson of the Montana delegation to also urge that everything 
possible be done to facilitate the earliest possible completion ‘of the 
Lewis and Clark Highway. Senate Joint Resolution 88 now pend 
ing before this committee would accomplish this by authorizing an 
additional $8,500,000 for this highway and more specifically the open- 
ing of the uncompleted link in the State of Idaho. 

The completion of this highway will open a vast new empire for 
the tourist trade. It will provide the shortest route from the East to 
the West and will open up an immense area of virgin timberland 
which presently defies the Forest Service to properly manage it. 

The completion of this highway which follows the approximate 
route of the historic Lewis and Clark Trail will be of tremendous 

value to the Northwest and to the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I ask that after my remarks there 
be included a telegram from Mr. Fred Quinnell, Jr., State highway 
engineer from the State of Montana and Governor Hugo Aronson of 
my State. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The communications referred to are as follows:) 
STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, February 28, 1958. 
Ilon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: You are undoubtedly aware of the appropriations 
bill presently before Congress containing funds for the completion of the Lewis 
and Clark Tourway, also known as the Lewis and Clark Turnpike. 

I want to urge you to do everything possible to secure immediate approval of 
this appropriation so that completion of this much needed highway can be started 
its soon as possible. 

Very truly yours, 
J. Huao ARONSON, Governor. 


{Western Union telegram] 
HELENA, MON’. 
Senator Mike MANSFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Montana State highway commission respectfully requests your vigorous sup- 
port of Senate bill 3088 at hearing March 7 for increase in forest highway funds. 
Vital to forest highway and timber industry development in Montana, 


Frep QUINNELL, Jr., 
State Highway Engineer. 

Senator Gore. Senator Mansfield, I want to tell you I had the privi- 
lege and opportunity of inspecting the Lewis and Clark Trail. I flew 
over that part through which the road has not been pushed, Lolo Pass 
througli the Bitterroot Mountains. I do not know how it is that both 
highways and railroads have avoided this natural Northwest passage. 
It is import: ant from a historic point of view and from a scenic point 
of view and from an economic point of view, so I am going to try to 
help do something on that. 

Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, I hope that we are successful 
in our efforts. I see the Senator from Idaho in the room. I know 
he has fought long and hard for this proposal because it would mean 
a great thing to the States of Montana and Idaho to get this link 
connected from Missoula to Lewiston and it will be a great thing for 
the Northwest, with these funds which we hope will be forthcoming. 

When and if it is completed, we would like to have the chairman of 
the committee out there and the committee to participate in the cere- 
monies which will take place. 

Senator Gorr. You mean you are going to let us cut some ribbon ? 

Senator Mansrietp. Ribbon or anything else ; maybe some timber. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. 

Senator Watkins? 

Senator Watkins. Mr. Chairman, I am here in support of the 
amendment offered by Senator Dworshak and Senator Barrett and 
if the committee does not mind, I would like to follow them. 

Senator Gore. Allright. Next onthe list is Senator Barrett. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. BARRETT, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear here this morning. I want to take a little more time on the 
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subject of forest highways, but before I do so, I would like to take a 
moment on my bill S. 3033. 

Mr. Chairman, my bill 8. 3033 will permit the Bureau of Public 
Roads to reimburse the various States for stockpiled materials. ed 
out in the western country, it is necessary to pile up the gravel and 
the aggregates and the timbers and the steel for bridges and so on, 
and have them ready for the summertime when the construction ean 
be carried out. The highway department is obliged to pay the con- 
tractors under the State law when they put the stockpile materials 
along the right-of-way on the proposed highway. 

Now, under the Federal law, the Bureau does not reimburse them 
until after these materials are incorporated into the highway, so lots 
of times, it is a lag from the wintertime until the following fall before 
the State gets reimbursed for the money that is expe nded for these 
stockpiled materials. 

Now the State of Wyoming at the present time has over a million 
dollars invested in stoc kpiled materials along the road and is short 
of funds for matching purposes. The State money tied up in this one 
contract represents $10 million of interstate construction which can- 
not be started. 

This bill changes the law and permits the Bureau of Public Roads 
to pay its proportionate share of the cost of these materials when they 
are stockpiled and certified so by the State. 

I may call attention to the fact that the rule, insofar as direct con- 
tracts of the Bureau of Public Roads is concerned, is the same as the 
States. In other words, wherever the Bureau of Public Roads enters 
into contracts on its own account, it reimburses the contractors for the 
stockpiled materials, so I think this is fair and equitable and I hope 
the committee will consider it favorably. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Do you mean with respect to contracts on public- 
lands highways or forest highways or park highways where the Bu- 
reau makes the contract and ‘they take care of that reimbursement 

Senator Barrerr. They do; that is right. Now I understand 
yesterday Mr. Tallamy came before the committee and testified in 
support of the bill with some modifications. He wants to reimburse 
them only for durable stockpiled materials. I am not quite certain 
what he means by that because gravel and aggregates and timbers for 
bridges and steel for bridges are durable materials. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may | interrupt’ Will the 
Senator yield at this point? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. This subject has been discused before the com- 
mittee, Senator, and Mr. Tallamy concluded that it would include 
such things as steel, steel structures, and those articles that the Senator 
has mentioned. I say to the Senator that it would cover almost 
everything except perishable articles. 

Senator Barrerr. That I would agree to. Now. Mr. Chairman, | 
have prepared a little statement on this subject and I have a wire 
from my own State highway department, certifying the facts as I 
indicated a moment ago; and, if I might incorporate them in the 
record, I will appreciate it. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 
CHEYENNE, Wyo, 
Hon. FRANK A. BARRETT, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Wyoming has over $1 million 100 percent State funds tied up in stockpiled 
materials which will not be reimbursed by Bureau of Roads until incorporated 
in job ; $885,000 will be tied up on one contract from October 1957 to August 1958. 
This money needed for matching purposes and other vital road construction. 
State money tied up represents $10 million interstate construction which cannot 
be started. 


THURMAN D., SHERARD, 
Deputy State Highway Engineer, 
Wyoming Highway Department. 
Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, my bill S. 3033 amends section 
13 of the Federal Highway Act so as to permit the Bureau of Public 
Roads to reimburse the States for the Federal pro rata share of the 
value of the materials stockpiled in the vicinity of Federal-aid high- 
way projects for use in the construction involved in such projects. 

This bill is aimed at correcting serious situations confronting the 
highway departments of the various States. 

The Federal Highway Act provides that the States can be reim- 
bursed only for the share of the cost of materials which have actually 
been incoroporated in the physical construction of a highway project. 
In other words, when a State makes a payment to a contractor for 
materials stoc kpiled during the wintertime to be incorporated in a 
project to be constructed the next summer, the State cannot be re- 
imbursed until after the materials have actually been incorporated 
in the project. 

As a result of this requirement many States have funds tied up 
in stockpiled materials that should be used for matching purposes 
and have thereby lost the full benefit of Federal aid. 

Wyoming has over $1 million of State funds tied up in stockpiled 
materials, According to a wire which I just received from the Wy- 
oming State Highway Department, $885,000 is presently tied up in 
one contract from October 1957 to August 1958. I ask unanimous 
consent to file the wire with my statement. The State money tied 
up in this one contract represents $10 million of interstate construc- 
tion which cannot be started. 

I understand that the Bureau of Public Roads makes payments 
to contractors for stockpiled materials on projects which it contracts 
for directly. The same rule should apply to joint Federal-State 
projects. Under my bill the Federal Government would pay for its 
share of the stockpiled materials much the same as it does for the 
materials which are stockpiled in direct contracts. 

Senator Case. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask Senator Barrett 
if he thinks his language would cover materials that have been put 
into place in the structure? Now the reason I ask that is because 
the executive director for our South Dakota State Highway Com- 
mission recently said to me that they had something like $380,000 
tied up in structures on a section of interstate highway, which has 
not been completed because they have run into some rights-of-way 
problems and they are having to go through condemnation proceed- 
ings to get some rights-of-way which will permit the completion of 
the road. But where they did have the rights-of-w: ay where the struc- 
tures were involved, he said their money was tied up until thev get the 








506 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


segments of road between the structures completed so they can do 
the whole thing as a single project. 

Do you think that the language of your bill would cover materials 
which have been put in place in structures / 

Senator Barrerr. When they are put into place, then they are 
eligible under ex xisting law for payment. 

Senator Case. I had thought so but he told me they had $380,000 
tied up in that way. 

Senator Barrerr. The people down in the Bureau think this will 
cover what I have in mind. 

Senator Case. You would agree that materials which have actually 
been used in a structure certainly should be paid for. 

Senator Barrerr. Oh, of course. If it is necessary to put any lan- 
guage in to cover that, I would certainly be in favor of it. 

Senator Gore. I believe you said you had read Mr. Tallamy’s state- 
ment of yesterday ¢ 

Senator Barretr. Yes, I have. 

Senator Gore. He says: 

A number of the States follow the practice of including in periodic progress 
payments a percentage of the value of stockpiled materials. On highway proj- 
ects constructed by the Buerau of Public Roads, such as forest highway projects, 
the Bureau can and does pay contractors for stockpiled materials, under specified 
terms and conditions. 

In view of that statement by Mr. Tallamy, what different practice 
than that followed by the Bureau of Roads do you propose f 

Senator Barrerr. The practice, as far as forest highways is con- 
cerned, that is 100 percent Federal construction costs, we have no ques- 
tion about. In that instance they do make the payments for stockpiled 
materials that are placed along the vicinity of the proposed route. 
Now, it is entirely different as far as the Federal-aid State projects 
are concerned. They do not reimburse them for the stockpiled ma- 
terials. 

If you will turn to the last paragraph in his statement, you will see 
that is the one that I am really referring to where he states there that 
he favors this bill with modification. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Barrerr. And that would correct the situation and make it 
uniform, Mr. Chairman. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief on this matter of 
forest highways. I feel very ‘deeply about the subject. I think that 
the forest highways have been the orphan of the entire highway 
system for many years; at least the last 15 years since I have been 
around here, I know that they have been neglected all of the time. I 
think something ought to be done about it. 

I think that cert: ainly is a bottleneck on our highway system in the 
western States and we are going to find that we will have the other 
parts of the Interstate System completed and these are going to be 
terrible stretches of road, dangerous stretches of road, I may say, par- 
ticularly the easterners who traveled and came out on good Interstate 
Systems and good primary systems and run on to these narrow roads in 
poor condition and they are going to have their wits scared out of them, 
[ will guarantee you that. I think it is unfortunate and I think some- 
thing ought to be done about it. 
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I have a map here that shows the class 1 forest highways in the 
western States. There are 5,000 miles of these roads, a little over 
5,000 miles. All of these are connecting links with the primary system 
roads in the country and as you come up to these forest highways and 
you go off of maybe a system where there is four or even more lanes 
of road; you come on to a narrow road here that is in rutty condition 
and they are all over the mountains, so these are the roads that ought, 
to be in first-class condition ahead of the other class of roads. 

Senator Case. Are these portions in black on your map there all 
segments of highways that are designated as part of the primary sys- 
tems of the respective States 4 

Senator Barrerr. They are what is known as class 1 highways, that 
part of the forest highways that are part of the primary system. 

Senator Casr. They are not on the secondary system 4 

Senator Barrerr. Not at all. There are 10,000 miles of forest high- 
ways in the West, Senator Case, and there are 5,029 miles of class 1 
forest highways which are an integral part of our complex highway 
system and that is all there is there. ‘Those are connecting links and 
I will tell you just how bad they are. 

As I said, there are 5,029 miles in this class 1 forest highway system 
in those States. They say that 1,655 miles of those roads are in good 
condition and 3,374 miles are in poor condition. This is by the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads and when they say “poor,” they mean poor. 
They are terribly poor. I know a good many of my friends that 
have traveled out West went over some of those roads and they were 
scared for their lives when they went over them. I could see why 
they would be. You go over a mountain road that is a narrow road 
and look down about a mile deep down into a canyon and if you have 
to pass somebody, why you just do not know whether you are going 
to go any farther or not. 

Senator Gore. You might be afraid you are about to go too far. 

Senator Barrett. That is right. 

Now, let me tell you, there is 67 percent of class 1 forest highways 
classed as “poor” by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Gore. May I point out one thing that has not been men- 
tioned here, Senator Barrett. 

Senator Barrerr. Yes. 

Senator Gore. If the committee, and the Congress, is to approve a 
program to accelerate highway construction partly for the purpose 
of relieving unemployment, then in my opinion, it might well con- 
sider additional emphasis on forest highways for the very particular 
reason that. the Northwest region of the United States in which most 
of our forest highways are located is the area of largest unemployment 
in the country. 

Senator Barrerr. You are entirely right about that, Mr. Chairman, 
and I think in view of Senator Manstield’s agreement a moment so 
on these roads in the Western States anyway, I am sure it is true all 
over the country. It would provide employment in local areas all 
over the country. 

You can see from this map that any work that was done on the forest 
highways would benefit localities all over the West and I think that 
the highway system is something that you could take off the shelf and 
it would do more good in a quicker time and be more advantageous for 


22769—58 33 








508 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


the best interests of the country than any other single project that 
you could undertake. 

Senator Gore. _ You know there is a rather widespread feeling in 
the country that the cost of living out in the small communities is Tess. 
Now, that is certainly true of rent but I have observed that groceries 
in my little hometown of 2,000 people costs more than they do in a 
chainstore in Washington. 

Senator Barrerr. That would be about the only thing that is 
cheaper in Washington than out home anyway, if that is true. 

Senator Gorr. Now you just compare the prices on retail articles 
and the small independent merchant, whether it is in hardware, 
groceries, or in dry goods, has difficulty competing and selling as 
cheaply in small qui untities out in the small towns as the large cham 
establishments do in the large cities. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. My point in that regard is that unemproyment, even 
in a small area, with the cost of living as it is now 1s very, very pinch- 
ing and distressing. 

Senator Barrerr. There is no question about it. 

Senator Gore. Many of the people who are now laid off of their 
jobs in Detroit, Akron, Evansville, and St. Louis have returned to 
Tennessee to live and draw their unemployment compensation, as I 
am sure they have returned to your State. 

Senator Barrerr. That is right. 

Senator Gore. When this unemploy ment compensation expires, then 
the problem becomes indeed pressing. 

Senator Barrerr. It certainly is and I can say to you, Mr. Chair- 
man, we have 11,000 people on unemployment compensation in Wy- 
oming at the present time which is an extremely large number for a 
State as sparsely populated as Wyoming, and it is a matter of grave 
concern as far as [ am concerned. I certainly want to do everything 
I can to be of help, and I think that these projects and other public 
work projects that are scattered uniformally all over the country 
are the best ways to relieve the situation for as much as is possible 
anyway. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, before the Senator leaves this forest 
highway situation, I would like to discuss it a little. Senator Bar- 
rett, have you discussed this forest highway authorization and appro- 
priation situation with the people in the Forest Service! 

Senator Barretr. Well, Senator Case, I will say this, that they 
have always been opposed to increases in these forest highw ay funds 
and I understand that they indicated yesterday that they were op- 
posed to it. Why, I do not know. 

Now, I have some figures here and I will ask the chairman to put 
this statement that I prepared in the record and also these figures. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection, they will be placed in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Senator Barrett is as follows: ) 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee 
this morning. Forest highways are of vital importance to Wyoming and to 
all of the 12 Western States and to the entire country for that matter. 

I am here today, Mr. Chairman, principally in support of an amendment to 

3088 introduced by the chairman of the Public Works Committee, Senator 


Chavez. Senators O’Mahoney, Watkins, Allott, Bible, Bennett, Dworshak, and 
Magnuson joined in the introduction of the amendment which increases from 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 509 


$30 million to $40 million the authorization for forest highways for the fiscal 
years 1960 and 1961. 

When the Highway Act of 1956 was before the Senate I offered an amendment 
which increased funds for forest highways from $22% million to $30 million 
but this sum is wholly inadequate. 

The forest highways are of tremendous importance to the people of the country 
and particularly to the people of the Western States. About 86 percent of our 
national forest area is located in the 12 Western States. Over 100 million 
people visited our national forests last year. 

Now Mr. Chairman, I would like to call your attention to a map which was 
prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads and published in their biannual report. 
A glance at the map shows that these relatively short stretches of forest high- 
ways are important links in our Federal-aid system. It is most difficult, as 
you can see, to travel to any part of our Western States without traveling over 
a forest highway. This map shows only class 1 forest highways, being those 
which are an integral part of our Federal-aid system. In addition there are 
the many hundreds of additional miles of forest highways not shown on the 
map that connect with Federal-aid secondary roads. 

Over a period of years studies by the Bureau of Public Roads have consist- 
ently shown that these forest highways are more deficient than the adjoining 
sections of Federal-aid roads and, therefore, are the weakest links in our complex 
highway system. Each year our forest highway construction program lags fur- 
ther behind than in the preceding year. 

An analysis by the Bureau of Public Roads shows that 55 percent of the 
system in the Western States was constructed prior to 1940 with the result that 
most of the surface has already reached the end of its economical life. These 
comprehensive studies have also shown that pavements of surface-treated 
types have an average life of about 11 years and the heavier road-mix type have 
a life expectancy of 17 years. 

The Bureau of Public Roads in its 1956 report on forest highways states that— 

“A large percentage of the forest highway system mileage remains inadequate 
for present traffic because of insufficient surface width and type, poor alinement, 
or heavy grades. Many bridges are also deficient in traffic capacity because of 
inadequate widths, structural design, or both.” 

Because forest highways are generally located in mountainous regions, con- 
struction is more difficult and, therefore, more costly. 

In the State of Wyoming, Mr. Chairman, we have a total of 349 miles of class 
1 forest highways, of which 234 miles are in poor condition according to the 
3ureau of Public Roads. This means that 67 percent of Wyoming class 1 forest 
highways are wholly deficient. Forest highways in other Western States are 
in an even worse condition. There are a total of 5,029 miles of class 1 forest 
highways in the 12 Western States and 67 percent, or 3,374 miles, are in poor 
condition. 

I have prepared a small chart, Mr. Chairman, giving these figures as well as 
the same figures for all 12 Western States and I ask consent at this point that 
the chart be included in the record of this hearing. 


Forest highway system (12 Western States) 








| Class I Percent 
State | : : al _____| of total 
poor 
Good Poor Total 

Arizona 8 320 | 328 97.4 
California | 239 386 | 678 57.0 
Colorado | 433 144 577 24.9 
Idaho 190 | 453 | 643 | 70. 4 
Montana | 188 | 498 686 | 72.5 
Nevada 41 114 | 155 73. 5 
New Mexico | 57 74 | 131 56. 5 
Oregon... 110 | 575 685 83.9 
South Dakota. 38 | 151 | 189 | 79.8 
Utah 138 | 84 222 | 37.8 
Vashington 48 341 | 389 | 87.6 
Wyoming 115 234 | 349 67.0 
Total 1, 655 3, 374 5, 029 67.0 
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In fiscal 1958 Wyoming will receive $1,279,738 as its share of Federal funds 
for forest highways. Now it has been estimated that the 10-year needs of forest 
highways in Wyoming will be $31,215,000, or $3,121,500 each year for the next 
10 years. In other words, with the present authorization of $30 million annually 
and the formula presently used for distributing the money to the various States, 
Wyoming would get only 35.9 percent of its yearly needs. At this rate, it would 
take 28 years to complete the 10-year program sufficient to modernize our forest 
highways. The conclusion is obvious. We will never catch up with our needs. 

According to the latest figures which are available from the Bureau of Public 
Roads, it is estimated that the 10-year needs of forest highways, commencing 
with fiscal year 1957, is $1,278,765,000, and so even at the rate of $40 million a 
year it would take 32 years to complete the program. 

I think it is obvious from these facts, Mr. Chairman, that something should 
be done about our forest-highway system. We cannot let it lag behind our 
overall Federal-aid highway program. I am hopeful that this committee will 
give favorable consideration to my amendment. 


Senator Barrerr. Now they can carry on and they can do a few 
miles in each one of those States with that kind of money, and it will 
take from 20 to 30 years to complete the forest-highway roads on that 
basis, and we just cannot wait that long, and it is going to be terrible 
and you won't have the people in the West coming down here kicking 
about these terrible forest-highway roads in a matter of 5 years. You 
will have the eastern people coming in and complaining. 

Senator Case. Now, Senator Barrett, I want you and some of these 
other Senators present to tell us what we can do to improve this situa- 
tion. I want to give you the facts in this; and I know that Senator 
Watkins is here from Utah, Senator Mansfield from Montana, Sen- 
ator Dworshak from Idaho, and Senator Allott from Colorado, all 
western Senators, and here is the problem: 

In 1954, when it was my privilege to be chairman of this subcom- 
mittee, there was a backlog of $32 million worth of authorizations 
over and above that for which appropriations had been made. I am 
going to give you a few figures here on some years. I want you to 
re alize the problem this committee is up against. We can only go 
so far. We cannot make the Forest Service ask for the money, nor 
can we make the Appropriations Committee appropriate it; so we 
have tried to establish contract authorization on forest highways and 
also on some other funds. Back in 1946 and 1947 there was $25 mil- 
lion each year, or a total of $50 million authorized for forest highways. 
The appropri iation for 1947 was $ $3,500,000 against $25 million author- 
ization. ; 

In 1947, there was $13,714,222 against the $25 million authorization. 
There was a total there of only $16 million appropriated against $50 
million worth of authorizations for both years. 

The next 2 years then there was $5,300,000 appropriated in 1948; 
$12,800,000 in 1959, but they did not exhaust the backlog of authoriza- 
tion. In 1950, there was an authorization of $20 million and the appro- 
priation was $22,500,000, that is, they were picking up a little of the 
backlog. 

That continued on at about that rate for fiscal year 19538. In 1953, 
there was $18 million appropriated against the authorization of $20 
million; for fiscal year 1954, there was $15 million appropr iated 
against the authorization of $22,500,000. 

So in the hearings at that time with Mr. Cluf of the Forest Service, 
we put in a table covering all this and strengthened the contractual 
authorization on forest highways and initiated it for forest roads and 
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trails, for park highways and park roads and trails and for the Indian 
Service roads. But, in the 83d Congress, in the House of Representa- 
tives, I understand there was some sort of agreement made between the 
Agriculture Subcommittee on Appropriations and the Forest Service 
that the Forest Service would not use this contract authority. In re- 
turn, the Appropriations Committee agreed to report at that time the 
full $22.5 million appropriation and did. The authorization, however, 
for forest highways was increased by the 1954 bill and in the 85th Con- 
gress it was increased first to $27 million—— 

Senator Barrerr. You are speaking of 1956 ¢ 

Senator Case. In 1954, we stepped it up from $22.5 million up to $27 
million. In the 85th Congress, the first session, there was $27 million 
authorized and there was only $24,336,000 requested and appr opriated. 

So that the situation is, although we have increased the authorization 
and supplemented it with contractual authority as far as the Forest 
Service has been concerned, there has been a failure to request the full 
authorization or even to use the contract authority. 

Senator Barrerr. Well now, Senator Case, I have had this matter 
up with the Forest Service, and I agree with everything you say, 
and that was your own amendment to put in the contract authorization 
in this legislation. If I understand the situation correctly, that is in 
the nature of a mandate from the Congress for them to go ahead and 
use that contract authority and to spend the money that is authorized 
by the Congress. 

Senator Casr. It was intended to make it possible for them to pro- 
gram their money and be sure they would have it coming so that they 
could get the economies that go from long-range planning and also 
from doing their work when the season is right to do it and, of course, 
the seasons do affect the times at which you can efficiently do work in 
some of the mountain passes. 

Senator Barrerr. I do not believe the Bureau of Public Roads 
justifies or has the authority to enter into any agreement with the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

Senator Case. The Bureau of Public Roads does not do it, the Forest 
Service does. 

Senator Barrerr. The Forest Service then, you are right. I guess 
they are the ones that manage the bills for forest highways for the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. It is the Forest Service which makes the request for 
appropriations for the forest highways. 

Senator Barrerr. Here is my point, I take this position, that when 
the Congress speaks and says, “Here is your contract authority and it 
calls for $30 million,” as the existing law does for forest highways, 
the Congress meant for them to spend that money for forest highways 
and that isa minimum that is needed, that is a certainty. 

Senator Case. It does little good for this committee to increase 
the authorization for forest highways and buttress it with contractual 
authority if the Forest Service won’t use it. Now, I am going to 
make the suggestion that the western Senators or the Senators from 
States that have forest highways in them get together and call on the 
Forest Service and Department of Agriculture and have some under- 
standing. 

Senator Barrerr. I think that is another good idea and I have 
done it myself for the last year or two and I raised objection when 
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they reported the last year. They did not spend the money that was 
authorized for them and available to them. I think it is terrible. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Barrett. We will have to get after them. Mr. Chairman, 
I do not want to take up any more time. I appreciate your kindness 
here and I would like to put a copy of the amendment which Senators 
O’Mahoney, Watkins, Allott, Bible, Bennett, Dworshak, and Mag- 
nuson went in with me to increase these funds from $ $30 million to 
$40 million. I have been told that the Bureau of Public Roads is 
opposed to this increase, but I think they are entirely mistaken and 
that it is a modest increase and I think we ought to have it. 

I would like to put a copy of the amendment and copy of my state- 
ment with a copy of these figures on the amount that was allocated 
to the various Western States for fiscal year 1948 for forest highways 
in the record at this point. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Senate bill S. 3033 follows :) 


{[S. 3033, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 

A BILL To amend section 13 of the Federal Highway Act to permit the Secretary of 
Commerce to reimburse the States for the United States pro rata share of the value of 
materials stock-piled in the vicinity of Federal-aid highway projects for use in the con- 
struction or reconstruction work involved in such projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the second paragraph 
of section 13 of the Federal Highway Act is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof the following: “plus the United States pro rata part of 
the value of the materials which have been stockpiled in the vicinity of such 
construction or reconstruction for use in carrying on such construction or recon- 
struction in conformity to said plans and specifications.” 

Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I know my colleagues are prepared to make statements in support 
of forest highways. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Senator Barrett. 

Senator Dworshak. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY DWORSHAK, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, 
I am happy to join with my colleagues from the West in urging 
favorable action by this subcommittee | on the amendment cosponsor ed 
by several Senators to increase the authorization from $30 million 
to $40 million for forest highways. 

Senator Gore. As a former member of this committee, you were 
one of those who helped provide contract authorization. 

Senator Dworsnax. Yes, I recall that and I think it is unfortunate 
that the mandate of Congress has not been carried out in that regard 
and the full amount of the contract authorization made available. 

I also am happy to join with my colleagues from the Northwestern 
States in urging that amendments be m: ade to the existing highway 
bills, currently before this subcommittee to provide funds with whic h 
to complete at the earliest possible time the Lewis and Clark Highway 
through Idaho. I shall not belabor this point, Mr. Chairman, bhe- 
cause you were cooperative in holding a hearing on December 13, 1957, 
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at Lewiston, Idaho, and are fully acquainted with the importance of 
completing this highway project and making it possible to utilize the 
large sums which have already been invested in that approximately 
100 miles of highway across Idaho, between the Montana line, Lolo 
Pass, and Lewiston. I think that it is very essential to complete that 
and I am sure that the chairman understands the advisability of pro- 
viding a lump sum of approximately $8 million to insure completion 
within 2 or 3 years instead of waiting for the normal processes to 
complete the highway in about 8 years. 

I should like to point out that the Idaho State Highway Board 
in December allocated $800,000 of its forest highway funds for the 
construction of the Lewis and Clark Highway. That is a very large 
percentage of its normal forest highway funds and would indicate 
that Idaho is greatly interested in expediting completion of this 
highway. 

I am greatly encouraged to have the support of the Members of 
Congress from the four Northwestern States so that we can display 
unanimity and reflect the thinking of people in the Northwest con- 
cerning the Lewis and Clark project. 

Mr. Chairman, I introduced on January 9 a bill which I am now 
urging be considered as an amendment to the highway legislation, 
providing for an increase in the funds made available from the 
public-lands highway funds. Currently, I think $2 million is au- 
thorized annually and that is woefully inadequate to take care of all 
the authorized projects in the public-lands States. My proposal 
would add $4 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959; $6 
million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 

That would provide an increase of $16 million over the 3-year 
period and would take care of the authorized projects. That is on 
public lands and I want to emphasize that now when there is so much 
interest in expediting and accelerating the Interstate System, the 
ABC highways of our Nation, not only from the standpoint of insur- 
ing early completion of essential roads and highways, but also because 
of the economic factors involved, and I want to stress before this 
committee the need of eliminating any discrimination or any penal- 
ties which heretofore have been applied to public-lands States of the 
West. 

There are about 180 million acres of United States Forest areas and 
approximately 180 million acres of public domain outside of the forest 
areas, that is, land administered by the Bureau of Land Management, 
and it should be stressed that in States with the wide-open spaces and 
so much public domain, it is difficult to expect those States to use their 
normal Federal-aid funds and their own funds in constructing these 
highways which obviously do not serve local requirements and needs 
but take care of transcontinental traffic. 

There is also the need of expanding these highways, as the chairman 
has pointed out, because of the widespread unemployment and the 
temporary economic distress in that area, that is, of the Northwest. 
We have the lumbering and mining industries which are currently 
depressed because of the prices and demands and the appropriation 
of more funds for highways in that area will have a most beneficial 
effect in relieving some of this distress and in stimulating employ- 
ment. 
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Senator Gore. I notice you say it is temporary. I surely hope it is 
and I want it to be, but one sure way to render it temporary in char- 
acter is to do those things necessary to shore up the confidence of the 
country. I agree thoroughly with President Eisenhower that the 
confidence of the people and their attitude toward the economy, their 
confidence in the future prosperity, their confidence in investment and 
in purchasing, is more important than governmental expenditure but 
the one thing which in my opinion will have more effect. than any 
other right now in shoring up that confidence is for the American 
people to see their Government taking the necessary steps to prevent 
the decline from being steeper and more prolonged. 

Senator Dworsuak. I am sure the chairman and the members of this 
subcommittee appreciate the advisability of some action along this 
economic front. It does not have to require much additional money 
but at the same time, it will make it available in areas where it is 
greatly needed. I am not going to belabor that but merely to empha- 
size, Mr. Chairman, that ‘the “publie- lands States with 360 million 
acres of public domain owned by the Federal Government are deserv- 
ing of equitable treatment and justice in the consideration of this vast 
highway-construction program. 

The interstate program is important and the ABC highway pro- 
gram is equally important, but I think also, that these various cate- 
gories dealing with the construction of highways on public domain 
are necessary and should be given favorable consideration by this 
subcommittee because otherwise those public-lands States would be 
discriminated against. 

Senator Gorr. Senator, I agree with everything you have said and 
I know that because of your service of this committee if for no other 
reason, you know that Senator Case has been one of the champions of 
forest highways not only ever since he has been in the Senate, but also 
in the House of Representatives, and that is quite a few years. 

Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Chairman, may I just add this in closing, 
that having served on the Senate Appropriations Committee for about 
8 years, I am aware of some of the difficulties involved in implement- 
ing the authorization for roads and I can assure you that the members 
of the Appropriations Committee recognize the need of making these 
appropriations available and I am not going to be critical of any of 
the agencies in the executive department where they have not urged 
through the Bureau of the Budget full compliance with the mandates 
of Congress in that regard. 

I think that there has been a lack of awareness and thorough un- 
derstanding of the needs of the public-lands States insofar as high- 
ways are concerned and when it comes to the Forest Service, these 
majestic forest areas belong to the people of the United States. In 
order to make full use of them, it is necessary to have roads to take 

care of maturing timber from an economic standpoint. 

When all of these various aspects are considered, I am sure that 
the needs and requirements of the public-lands States will be fully 
considered. Thank you. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Watkins. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, in listening to the statements 
that have been made, it reminds me of the time that I served on this 
committee and this subcommittee as well for about 4 years. 

Senator Gore. Welcome back. 

Senator Warkins. I think it was, however, prior to the time that 
Senator Case and the chairman were members of this committee. 
We had problems then and I note that the problems are still with us. 
We have not solved them. We may have made them less compara- 
tively in the solution but from what I have heard today, it seems like 
the problem has grown in some respects. 

Now in recent weeks, | have joined with my colleagues from neigh- 
boring States in their proposals to increase funds for forest highways 
and public-lands highways. Iam cosponsor on the amendments that 
have been proposed. 

I am pleased to appear here this morning in support of their pro- 
posals. ‘They will discuss in detail proposed amendments. Senator 
Barrett and Senator Dworshak have already done so, so I will not 
duplicate their efforts anymore than is necessary to make my case. 
However, I wish to assure the members of this committee that I am in 
full agreement with my colleagues on the need for this appropria- 
tions increase and I feel that these proposals have widespread back- 
ing throughout the 17 public-lands States of the West. 

1 recognize this committee only handles the matter of authoriza- 
tions. One of the chief reasons for our special interest in these two 
highway programs is, as the chairman is well aware, that more than 
50 percent of the land surface of the Western States is federally 
owned. The percentage of Federal ownership reaches the astounding 
level of 87 percent in the State of Nevada, and my own State of Utah 
is second, with 70 percent of our land and about 80 percent of our 
minerals owned by the United States. Senator Dworshak’s State of 
Idaho is third, with 65 percent of its land in Federal ownership, and 
Senator Barrett’s State of Wyoming is fifth, with 47.8 percent Fed- 
eral ownership. 

This means in effect, that we are essentially “crown colonies” of 
the Federal Government, required to finance our State and local gov- 
ernment, schools, State highways, and other non-Federal activities 
on a tax base built. both upon limited population and limited pri- 
vately owned lands and natural resources. 

I note that the District of Columbia is complaining about the 
problem of financing the District government. But most people are 
unaware that the so-called Federal District of Columbia is only 29 
percent federally owned, whereas 11 Western States have a higher 
percentage of federally owned surface and minerals rights, and 3 
States have more than twice the District of Columbia proportion af 
Federal real property. 

Furthermore, in all the other 37 Eastern and Southern States, the 
percentage of Federal alec does not exceed 12 percent and 9 
States have less than 1.5 percent Federal ownership. 

I am sure this subcommitte is aware of this relationship because 
the Federal-aid formula under the highway program has been scaled 
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to give some credit for this factor in the public-lands States. We 
appreciate this recognition of our problem in building adequate high- 
ways across broad expanses of Federal acreage. 

The modest fund for highways built essentially across public lands 
was established about a decade ago by the Congress in further recog- 
nition of this general problem. I remember well working with my 
esteemed fellow colleague from Nevada, the late Senator Pat Mc- 
Carran, in obtaining passage of the authorizing legislation for this 
fund. That is in relation to roads and highways across completely 
owned Federal property for the purpose ‘of connecting unfinished 
Interstate Highways. It had reference to Highway 6 in Utah at that 
time which was extended on into Nevada. 

We had a problem there of having mileage over very rough country 
that was over entirely Federal-owned public lands. These lands 
were grazing lands for the most part. We got an amendment through 
so that could be finished wholly at Federal expense. 

Now I can assure you that this fund, however modest in comparison 
with our total highway expenditures it may be, has been of extreme 
benefit to Western States with a large area of Federal domain. For 
one thing, it permitted the completion of Highway 6-50 through 
Nevada and Utah and it is now being used for a bridge in Arizona 
and a road link in Utah that will provide public access to the tre- 
mendous Glen Canyon Reservoir, now under construction. 

May I say in that connection, although we were helped with funds 
from that public-land highway fund last year, the kelp was not sufli- 
cient because of the very heavy construction we encountered in a part 
of the highway across entirely owned Federal land. It would be 

greatly appreciated if that fund could be increased, the authorization 
could be increased so that roads like the one from Kanab, Utah, to 
Glen Canyon, at least the State should be given some refund on the 
money that it has advanced. It is badly needed elsewhere in the 
State on the primary and secondary highway systems. The State 
has gone ahead so that highway can be finished to take up the lack of 
Federal money to finish that highway. We thought we could get more 
assistance for that road than we have already received, but we could 
not wait until the Congress had acted, so we have done it anyway. 

The Federal highway system is much older, having been initiated 
about 42 years ago, and now consisting of more than 240,000 miles of 
roads in 42 States and Territories. About 80 percent of this mileage 
is on the State highway system. These roads are of extreme im- 
portance in the West, because the national forests blanket the tops of 
the mountainous areas, and the forest highways, roads, and trails pro- 
vide access to vital natural resources, public recreational areas, and to 
isolated communities. 

I noted with great interest the statement by Senator Barrett with 
respect to the dangerous highways that we run across out in these 
national forests. I was invited by the chamber of commerce of one of 
the small communities in my States that is located on Highway 91, 
that will be one of our national defense highways from northern Utah 
all the way through to the southern part of the State and then on to 
California, the southern part of California. 

Well, many people have been advised of this beautiful forest in 
the Nebo National Forest and they wanted to go out there and they 
noted a road had been constructed there and I found that road had 
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been constructed by the CCC boys during the great depression. Well, 
I went out there with this group of chamber of commerce people and 
I want to tell you that although I have been traveling over national 
forest highways for many years and, as a boy, I had to drive a team 
of horses over some of those roads which are almost impassable—at 
least they were impassable to an automobile—I had some real scares 
on that sive with these chamber of commerce people. The road has 
not been kept up too well. It goes across on narrow canyon sides 
in order to get the view of the territory and it is so narrow that there 
are very few opportunities for cars to pass and the slightest deviation 
from driving straight ahead would send the car careening over the 
brink down thousands of feet to narrow canyons. People who are 
not used to that type of highway would immediately become frightened 
and could not possibly drive a car and yet there is no opportunity, once 
they get out on those highways to turn around and go back. It isa 
dangerous situation and I think it ought to be taken care of. 

In closing, I wish to commend my “colleague from Tennessee, the 
distinguished chairman of this subcommittee, for his recommendation 
on the floor yesterday that involved 41,000 miles of Interstate Highway 
System to be programed for completion during the current highway- 
expansion program. One of the routes added in the recent 1,000- 
mile addition will extend from Denver, Colo., to Cove Point, Utah, 
providing a fast new route through the Rockies and joining two vital 
north-south defense routes. In my opinion, this is one of the most 
vital strategic defense routes in the West and I hope that it can be 
constructed right along with the rest of the great Interstate System. 

I note that my colleague, Senator Allott from Colorado, is here and I 
know he is as deeply interested in that highway as we arein Utah. We 
had some arguments in Utah as to where it anid be located but those 
differences have now been reconciled. I think the people of the State 
are all 100 percent back of that extension. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague, Senator Bennett had prepared a state- 
ment which he would like to have submitted for the record. He was 
unable to come in this morning and present it in person. I note that 
it is a very well prepared statement with a lot of detail that I have 
not furnished and I join with him in this statement as well. 

Senator Case (presiding). It will be received and appear in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WALLACE F. BENNETT, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
From THE STATE oF UTAH, ON $40 MILLION YEARLY FOR OvuR Forest HiGH- 
WAYS 


It is a pleasure to be able to appear before you this morning as you consider 
the extension of many important portions of the Highway Act including the 
authorization for the forest highway system. 

On February 17, 1958, I joined with Senator Barrett in sponsoring an amend- 
ment to S. 3088, the bill now before you. The amendment would increase the 
annual authorization for forest highways from $30 million to $40 million. I 
am appearing before you today in support of this proposed amendment to section 
2 (a) of the bill. 

As you will recall, Senator Barrett and I sponsored a series of amendments 
to the Highway Act of 1956 designed to raise the authorizations on nearly all 
of the so-called public lands, roads, and highways, including one to raise the 
annual appropriation for forest highways from $22.5 million to $37.5 million. 
I wish to thank this committee at this time for the support you gave to the 
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amendment on the floor of the Senate and for your valor in conference with 
the House in persuading that body to agree to the finally enacted figure of 
$30 million yearly. The need for an increase of funds for forest highways 
is as great or greater now as it was in 1956. 

There are 24,260 miles of forest highways traversing 3Y of the 48 States of the 
Union and Alaska. However, 15,819 miles of the system are critically in need 
of further improvement. The seriousness of this glaring deficiency is magni- 
fied by the importance which the forest highways have to the entire Nation. 
They are vital segments of the total highway system for many of them are 
contained in the Nation’s network of through roads, while others provide access 
to natural resources, or serve as feeder roads to the main State and National 
routes. These highways provide primary access to and outlet from the forest 
development road and trail system. Most of the products of the national forests 
move over them enroute to mill or market, including strategic minerals and 
timber. Thus it can readily be seen that our forest highways have made pos- 
sible, for the most part, the tremendous expansion in use of our national forests 
which has occurred since the end of World War II. 

The Bureau of Public Roads estimated in 1954 that $2.7 billion was needed 
by 1985 to bring our forest highways up to a suitable standard. Of this total, 
$1.3 billion is needed to meet critical deficiencies. At the present rate of ex- 
penditure, it will take nearly a century to reach the program goals suggested 
in 1954. However, the 1954 report appears already to be very much out of 
date. Construction costs have risen; moreover, the 1954 cost data did not 
include the 46,000 additional miles which the forest highways system will 
eventually include. We are hardly treading water in our present program to 
meet these highway needs. It might be well for this committee to ask the 
Bureau of Public Roads to prepare an up-to-date study. 

In my own State of Utah, we have 716 miles on the forest highway system 
and many more which should be on it. The 1954 report estimated that $76 mil- 
lion was needed by 1985 to bring these Utah roads up to standard. Significantly, 
435 miles are critically deficient and $29 million are needed to meet this defi- 
ciency. Although the amendment which I sponsored in 1956 raised Utah’s annual 
share of forest highway funds from about $750,000 to $1 million, it is all too 
apparent that it would take 25 years just to meet the outdated estimate of 
critical needs and over 70 years to meet the total needs at the present rate. 

Among those forest roads in Utah most needed is a 30-mile stretch from Green 
Dale Junction to Manila on Utah 44. This road is important because of its con- 
nection with the Flaming Gorge reclamation dam. Then, too, improvement of 
the present graded road across the Cache National Forest between Huntsville 
and Woodruff and of the road east of Beaver near Puffer Lake should have top 
priority. In addition, a road up Diamond Fork linking U. 8S. 89-50 to the Straw- 
berry country and U. S. 40, and the loop drive through the Manti-LaSal forest 
east of Moab are equally needed. Of course, this is but a partial enumeration 
of some of the critically deficient 435 miles in Utah and there are many more 
needed and meritorous projects. 

Another important aspect of the need for increased forest highway develop- 
ment is the overwhelming expansion of use of our national-forest resource by 
the people of the entire Nation. In 1945, the last year of World War II, 10 mil- 
lion people visited our forests for recreational purposes. By 1956, 53 million 
people visited our forest recreational areas, an increase of 430 percent. Not only 
does this vast increase severely tax the available recreational facilities, but it 
also puts a tremendous strain on the forest highway system. 

Utah is typical of the great recreation use expansion in the 39 forest States. 
There were 1.5 million visitors to Utah National forests in 1945, but in 1957 
there were 4.6 million visitors. The forest roads near our metropolitan areas 
along the Wasatch front are fearfully strained by the tremendous increase in 
road use. Some of the traffic jams in nearby canyons are comparable to those 
in metropolitan areas of the East between 4 and 6:30 p. m. as workers go home 
from their jobs. These visitors are not all picnickers. Hunters, fishermen, 
winter sports enthusiasts, hikers, boaters, and many others use for forests with 
great frequency. 

In analyzing the need for more forest highway funds, it is apparent that an 
increase from $30 million to $40 million annually is very conservative. I hope 
that this committee will give favorable consideration to my proposal. 

Increased funds needed for forest development roads and trails: 

Another problem not covered by the Barrett amendment but included in the 
proposed legislation before the committee is the authorization for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails. 
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In 1956, I offered an amendment on the floor of the Senate which raised the 
annual authorization for roads and trails from $24 million to $27 million which 
again was accepted and supported by this committee. It is my understanding 
that the House Public Works Committee has recommended in its deliberations 
on the highway bill that the authorization be raised to $28.5 million. In view 
of the importance of this system and the great need, this increase should, as a 
minimum, be included in the bill. 

The forest road and trail system plays a key role in developing the resources 
of our national forests such as minerals, timber, recreation, livestock grazing, 
fire control, and wildlife utlization. Many communities within or adjacent to 
the forests are dependent on them for their livelihood. 

There are 161,347 miles of forest roads and 124,662 miles of forest trails 
in the United States. In Utah we have 4,556 miles of roads and 7,859 miles of 
trails. Yet, in spite of their importance to our economy and to those seeking 
recreation, 70,257 miles of these roads and 26,520 miles of the trails are presently 
“critically deficient” according to the Forest Service. A sum of $875 million is 
needed to bring the roads up to a suitable standard by 1985 and $11.5 million 
is needed to bring the trails up to a similar condition. In my own State of Utah 
alone, we have 1,345 miles of forest roads in critical need of improvement and 
2,043 miles of trails. It will cost $10.4 million to bring the roads up to standard 
in Utah and $310,000 for the trails. 

What is even more sobering is that 91,506 additional miles of roads while not 
described as “critical” are in need of improvement along with 32,227 miles of 
trails. In the same category in Utah are 2,549 miles of roads and 2,493 miles of 
trails. 

I respectfully urge that you give favorable consideration to my two proposals 
in the light of their tremendous need and of the vital role our forest highways, 
roads and trails play in our economy. 

Senator Case. Incidentally, for the benefit of the western Senators 
that are here, the staff advises me that the memorandum that was 
handed me with respect to the use of the contractual authorization of 
the Forest Service, that the figures that were handed me applied to the 
forest roads and trail fund rather than to the forest highway fund. 
I imagine that that would be further developed when we have Mr. 
Clitf from the Forest Service. 

Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, you made a suggestion a moment 
ago that possibly the Senators from these Western States could help 
in some way get this program on the way and get the authorizations 
into actual construction. I have had some experience with one of the 
subcommittees of the Appropriations Committee with respect to pub- 
lic works programs and I find that that committee at least really 
cross-examines the witnesses who appear for the various governmental 
departments as to not only what they have sent up here, which of 
course they are required to defend, but how much they could actually 
use if they had the money. 

I believe properly these Forest Service people could tell you what 
could actually be used to good advantage, and why it is economical, 
if they were asked those questions. I do not know what your practice 
1S 





Senator Case. We will give the Forest Service an opportunity to 
make a full statement. 

Senator Warkins. I would say this, Mr. Chairman, that they will 
say that they will defend the budget that is sent up or the recommen- 
dations that are sent up and then stop there, but we found we had to 
go beyond that in this particular subcommittee of which Senator Hay- 
den is the chairman. We went beyond that and we got information 
that showed exactly what could be used wisely and economically. 
That had to do with reclamation projects. The Senate more than 
doubled the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, for in- 
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stance, on the Colorado project the first year we had a budget recom- 
mendation on that project. 

Senator Casr. This committee, as you know, the Committee on 
Public Works does have ex officio representation of three members 
on the Appropriations Committee which deals with the civil-functions 
projects of the Corps of Engineers, rivers and harbors projects, flood- 
control projects. We do not, howev er, have similar membership on 
the Appropriations Subcommittee which deals with highways. I 
imagine it would involve a change in the rules to accomplish that. 

Senator Warkrns. I recognize the diffic ulty in getting in a matter 
of this kind, but I do believe that the C ongress after all is the depart- 
ment of Government to lay down the policies and see that they are 
carried out and for that reason, I have had no hesitancy whatsoever 
in participating in some of those committees and cross-ex: amining Gov- 
ernment witnesses who come up on the budget recommendations. I 
feel that we are not violating any practice that would take away 
from the initiative of the executive department, but I do believe that 
we are entitled to get all the information that is necessary as to what 
could be done if Congress decided they wanted to do that. 

I feel these witnesses when they come up should be required to give 
us their best judgment on those matters even though they are required 
ordinarily to defend the budget. 

Senator Cass. I think your observations and suggestions are well 
put and certainly we will get the benefit from them. There is no ques- 
tion in my mind but that the Constitution intended to and does give 
to Congress the control of the purse. 

Senator Warxrns. The reason I made the suggestion, you sort of 
invited suggestions from us. I thought maybe ‘it would help to get 
this done. 

Senator Casr. We are very glad to have your statement, Senator 
Watkins. 

Senator Allott. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator Atuorr. Mr. Chairman, I first of all want to compliment 
my colleagues, Senator Watkins, Senator Dworshak, and Senator 
Barrett, upon their interest in this and I want to endorse the recom- 
mendations that they have made. 

My statement is purposely very short and succinct because I realize 
the demands which are made upon this committee, but I want to place 
my ownself squarely in the record in support of the Barrett amend- 
ment. 

I am here today to urge the approval by the committee of an amend- 
ment to S. 3088, sponsored by Senator Barrett, myself, and others, 
which would increase the allotment for forest highways from $30 
million to $40 million . 

Colorado has an important stake in this issue. We have over 
13,700,000 acres of national forest lands, roughly one-fifth of the 
total land area of the State and that does not include all of our 
public lands. All of these forest lands are in the western half of 
the State, concentrated in the mountains and on the western slope 
of the Great Divide. 
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Although these forest highways are of particular importance to 
the people of many Colorado counties which are made up largely 
of forest lands, these highways are also vital links in our Federal 
highway system and of real importance to everyone in the country. 
I would like to underscore that because in looking at the map that 
Senator Barrett used and left here, I notice that “Highway 40, east 
and west, Highways 2, 4, and 6, east and west, Highway 50, east 
and west, and Highway 160, east and west, all are contained in ‘these 
forest highways. ‘In addition to this the highway north from Durango 
toward Montrose, whose number escapes me at the moment, is one of 
the most vital links in our economic development in Colorado and 
is now being improved. The only difficulty is, it is about 15 years 
late and 15. years behind the development of the rest of the State. 

While I am on this, I think there is a tendency generally to forget 
the real significance of highway development. We think of it in 
terms of so many dollars, so many miles of development going to 
this State, so many miles going to this State, and I recall one instance 
which very vividly demonstrates what a highway does. 

In 1932 or 1933, 25 years ago, there was no Highway 287 in exist- 
ence between Amarillo and Denver. At that time, groups of citizens 
started to work upon it and it was designated as United States High- 
way No, 287 between Amarillo and Denver. It intersects Highway 
50 at Lamar, goes on in a northwesterly direction to join Highway 
40 and into Denver. Now, the development has been such | from 
the mere fact that this highw: ay was placed there and placed in a 
useful situation, that today, the actual traflic count on Highway 287, 
running north from Amarillo and on into Denver, exceeds the traffic 
count on Highway 50, which it intersects, and which formerly people 
had to use exclusively as a vehicle for going to Denver. 

Any realistic highway program must give suffcient attention a” 
the forest highway system. Appropriations for forest highway 
have been held to absurdly low figures in the past, and the $30 mien 
in the present. bill, S. 3088, is just not adequate to do this important 
job. If our forest hinher ay system is not improved along with the 
interstate and other Federal-aid highways, it will soon be despet ‘rately 
out of date and outmoded and a serious obstacle to further progress 
in improving our entire highway system. 

Even if the $40 million figure is authorized and appropriated, and 
assuming the most favor able apportionment, Colorado’s share would 
be only roughly $3 million, ak through the mountains of our 
States, does not build many highw: ays, Mr. Chairman. 

Without further ado, I would like to urge the distinguished mem- 
bers of this committee to approve the amendment r: aising the authori- 
zation to $40 million. 

I might say in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I am appreciative of the 
great work that the acting chairman, as well as the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, have done upon this highway program. We in Colorado, as 
I think Senator Watkins has tried to express, are greatly appreciative 
of the objectiveness with which both you and the chairman—I want 
to express this publicly—have approached the necessity for the devel- 
opment of the Interstate Highway System, particularly as it pertains 
to the West. 

Now we believe that this work on the forest system should be ex- 
panded for the West, not only for Colorado, but for the entire West. 
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Senator Case. Your remarks are certainly appreciated and as Sena- 
tor Gore has indicated, I think the Senators who have appeared here 
this morning can be assured of a sympathetic consideration of their 
recommendations. 

Senator Atxorr. I would like to suggest this too, Mr. Chairman, it 
is a very technical question, but I am not at all satisfied that the pres- 
ent allocation upon a basis of value and acreage is a fair one. If this 
is true, we shall probably have to go to the yet untapped and unde- 
veloped wealth of our mountains in 1 Colorado in order to justify our- 
selves and the value criteria to me, particularly in view of the read- 
justment of values that recently went on, does not seem to me a very 
fair situation. 

Senator Casgr. I might say to the Senator from Colorado, I think 
he has raised a most interesting point there. The committee was 
taking a look at some of these distributions under various divisions 
based on value and area just yesterday. It is difficult to see an equit- 
able relationship in the change between the two bases for some of the 
States when you consider what it does in other States. Yet, the 
Bureau has told us that the 75 percent on area and 25 percent on value 
more nearly conforms to the prior apportionment. I have been giving 
the matter some thought and just this morning suggested to the staff 
that they ask the Bureau for some figures in which the mileage of 
class 1 roads be taken into consideration as one factor in determining 
a possible apportionment. 

As the Senator from Colorado knows, the apportionment for the 
Interstate Highway System is proposed to be placed upon the basis 
of costs for the 10 years ahead. If it is sound to make the apportion- 
ment for segments of the Interstate System on the basis of the cost of 
completing that system, it would seem at least that the committee ought 
to consider the possibility of introducing the factor of cost of com- 
pleting the class 1 forest highways into the apportionment of the 
funds. 

Senator Auxorr. I think that suggestion might be well taken and I 
do not want to divert the purposes s of this particular hearing on this 
because I realize it is a technical question and really should be the sub- 
ject of hearings by itself. 

Senator Case. We have asked the Bureau for some tables showing 
the results under different percentages based on area and value. | 
think we also will probably ask him for some illustrative examples of 
what would happen if we introduced a factor of cost of completing 
the class 1 forest highways. 

Senator Auxorr. | wiil be most interested in receiving those. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just completed my statement and I have ex- 
pressed my appreciation to you and to the Senator from South Dakota, 
which I hope’ you will find pleasure in re: oe some day. 

Senator Gore (presiding). Thank you, Senator Allott. 

We will include at this point a statement by Senator Clinton P. 
Anderson in support of S. 3220. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON TO SENATE 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF S. 3220 


Se nator Anperson. I have joined as one of the sponsors of Senate 
bill 3220 to amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 in regard 
to forest highways because I felt very strongly that we are a long way 
behind schedule on construction and improvement of our forest high- 
ways. I also am in disagreement with the change made last November 
in the forest highway formula which would result in a $56,633 cut 
in forest highwa ay money for my State of New Mexico. 

There is no doubt that our forest highway program should be 
greatly accelerated. “There seems to be varying views as to the extent 
and methods to be used in stepping up the program as well as what 
kind of a formula we are to have so that each State will get its fair 
share of funds to carry forward a program to meet the public need. 

I do not claim that we have all the answers in S. 3220, and I am not 
appearing in opposition to other proposals that have been submitted. 
From what study I have been able to give the problem, I find some defi- 
nite advantages in S. 3220 because it will first peg the distribution of 
funds to the old formula until we have time to thrash this matter out 
and arrive at what will be fair to all interested States. 

This bill, besides pegging the distribution of funds to the old form- 
ula for the years 1959, 1960, and 1961, would raise the authorization 
of funds to $50 million annually instead of $30 million. This addi- 
tional authorization, if appropriated, would allow us, during the next 
3 years, to step up road work on forest highways to take care of im- 
mediate needs. During this time, the problem of how much mileage 
should be added, the cost to complete the system, and the method of 
distribution of funds, could be given a thorough study and, by that 
time, we should be able to come to an agreement on a sound and work- 
able program. 

I have had the committee staff prepare for me a tabulation showing 
what effect the various proposals before the committee would have on 
the New Mexico program, and I would like to present this tabulation 
to the committee for its files and reference. 

It will be noted that our needs in New Mexico over a 10-year period 
have been set at $28,415,000. To complete this program at ‘the present 
rate of construction would require 25 years. On an annual basis our 
need in New Mexico is $2,841,500. I am sure the other States are in a 
like position and that unless the program is stepped up these needs 
will not be taken care of even in 25 years. 

We have done much to accelerate our interstate road program, and 
much improvement has been made on our secondary roads; however, 
we have not done so well with the forest highway program. The forest 
highways in the western part of the United States are just about as 
important as eny of our roads. We have tremendous timber resources, 
a growing demand for recreation use of our forests, plus the develop- 
ment of other uses of the national forests. These demands for multiple 
use of the forests require that we keep our transportation system plan 
current and flexible in order to meet the growing needs. 

In view of these requirements, I am convinced that an up-to-date 
study of our forest highway system should go forward at once. I 
believe that it would be unwise to make any drastic changes in the 
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present formula of distribution of funds until we have more informa- 
tion about the needs. S. 3220 provides for such a study, and I urge that 
it be given every possible consideration. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 


ErFrect oF VARIOUS FoREST HIGHWAY PROPOSALS ON NEW MExIco 
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Senator Gore. Senator Morse. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1 am 
appearing here this morning to speak briefly on forest highways. 
Before doing so, I would like to extend, once again, my appreciation 
to this subcommittee for the excellent hearings held throughout the 
West last December on _ subject as well as on my forest access road 
authorization bill, S. 1136. I believe that the record made on S. 1136 
is very thorough. It ol enable this subcommittee to proceed with 
any amendments that are deemed desirable. me to handle the bill as 
an amendment to the current highway bill, S. 3088, now before the 
subcommittee. 

I wish to assure you that if I can be of assistance on any points in 
S. 1136, as senior cosponsor of the bill, I would be pleased to do so. 
However, I am certain that my colleague, Senator Neuberger, who is 
a member of this subcommittee, and I are in complete agreement. I am 
sure the subcommittee can proceed with the know ledge that his recom- 
mendations are also mine. 

Senator Gore. I am glad to see you say these things because I have 
noticed that a few people are exercising journalistic enterprise, par- 
ticularly out in your native heath, to indicate that the opposite might 
be true. 

Senator Morse. Of course, my statement does not mean that my col- 
league and I are in agreement on postal rates. 

Senator Gore. Nor did I mean that; but, on the other hand, the 
fact that you might disagree on a postal rate does not mean that you 
are going to disagree on many things. 

Senator Morse. Well, let me very good naturedly say that. whatever 
disagreements we have, I assure you are on issues and not. personal 
disagreements because I consider him one ef my closest and warmest 
personal friends. 

Mr. President, there are before the Senate three forest highway 
bills 

Senator Gore. I appreciate that. 

Senator Morse. Well, it would not be so bad. 

Mr. Chairman, there are before the Senate three forest highway bills. 
S. 3038, sponsored by the distinguished chairman of this subcommittee, 
would continue the authorized $30 million per year but change the 
method of distribution of funds so as to take into account only the 
national forest area in each State. I would respectfully point out to 
this subcommittee that area may not be a valid measure of the funds 
which should be apportioned to a State. Some of our forested States 
are more mountainous than others. Some of our forested States have 
tremendous timber and recreational use. [ am inclined to believe that 
the area and value formula which gave equal weight to each factor 
should not be set aside without serious and careful deliberation. 

S. 3088 has a proposed amendment which would raise the author- 
iation from $30 million annually to $40 million annually. I could 
very easily support this amendment provided it did not include a 
change in the formula. However, I believe that the increase sug- 
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gested is too modest when we consider the tremendous backlog of 
forest highway needs which deserve early consideration. 

The third bill before the Senate is S. 3220, sponsored by Senator 
Murray and others. This bill would raise the authorization to $50 
million annually and provide for a return to the apportionment per- 
centages used in fiscal year 1958. It would also provide for a com- 
prehensive study of road needs, costs, and desirable methods for the 
distribution of authorizations subsequent to fiscal 1961. I would sup- 
port the authorization figure in S. 3220 over those in the other two 
bills. I believe the $50 million authorization can be justified and if my 
information is correct, it would provide only about one-third of the 
funds needed for completion of the presently planned program in the 
next 10 years. 

I would also be inclined to agree with the legislative thinking behind 
the study called for in S. 3220. In my own State, people looking into 
the question of fund apportionment believe that Oregon is entitled to 
a far larger share of funds than received under the apportionment 
in 1958 or the 1959 revision. In 1958 the funds were apportioned 
equally on the basis of area and value. In 1959, the apportionment 
gave value a weight of 25 percent and area a weight of 75 percent. In 
the 1959 revision a new figure was used for the v: alue of national forests. 
Oregon received a small increase, approximately $200,000, while many 
other Western States received substantially less than they had in 
previous years. 

It ismy opinion that the changes made by the Departments of Agri- 
culture and Commerce should not have been undertaken without con- 
gressional review. I believe that the law as presently on the books 
contemplated the use of a 50-50 formula. 

On February 7, 1957, in response to my request, the Comptroller 
General advised me, and I quote: “In the absence of specific direction 
to the contrary in the statute, this appears to be a reasonable inter- 
pretation of the formula.” I might add that this letter is now on file 
with the subcommittee. 

At that time the Comptroller General also stated that the Forest 
Service recognized the need for new methods of determining the value 
of the national forest lands. It had to reject the field appraisal be- 
cause of its high costs. It had prepared preliminary estimates of the 
fair market value of the national forests for the House Government 
Operations Committee. This study indicated that if applied this 
estimate of value to the existing apportionment formula would greatly 
disrupt the amounts paid the several States. However, it was this 
very estimate that was used by the Department. The Department 
also stated, and I quote: 

In view of the difficulty and costs of estimating accurate and up-to-date values, 
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Public Roads are giving further study 
to the problem of allocation of highway funds with a view to determining the 
desirability of recommended changes in the basis for allocation. 

I would urge that the committee bear in mind that all of this was 
as early as February 1957, and yet in November without any con- 
sultation with the States or the Congress, the departments changed 
the long-existing formula and adopted values for the national forests 
which were disr uptive to the old formula. 

My major concern at this point is not to urge a particular formula 
upon this committee, but rather, to respectfully suggest that this Con- 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 527 


gress recapture its legislative authority. We should require that all 
of the facts come before this subecommittee—in an order ly manner— 
and that the committee make the decision as to the formula which 
should be used for the distribution of these funds. 

I think it is essential that we require the executive branch to co- 
operate with the States in developing this information and I would 
be most hopeful that the committee would use this situation as an 
example so that the executive agencies in dealing with the great high- 

way program will understand completely that they are to come to this 
committee when they have problems of this dimension. 

I appreciate this opportunity to express my views before you and 
will be further appreciative of your careful consideration of this 
matter. 

I would like to raise one other point, as sort of a postscript. 

I would point out that this is a great concern to all of us in the 
West, and throughout the country, for that matter, and I think we 
should do ev verything we can to resolve any State differences that 
might exist among us, and not to sit in the Senate thinking to do 
something just for our own State, irrespective of what the overall 
national interest is. And I am going to approach this problem this 
way. 

I don’t have to tell this committee that there are groups in my State, 
as I am sure there are groups in other States, that may be represented 
around this table, that are greatly concerned if they see that their 
State is going to lose some funds under the adoption of a new formula. 

The real question is what is the formula that will best promote the 
national interest. 

Now in my State, we are one of the top States in acreage, we are the 
leader, so I am advised, in the country in the amount of timber, the 
leader in the amount of timber cut, and the leader in the ralue of 
timber cut from national forests. Over one-third of the total national 
forest revenue from the sale of timber comes from my State. My 
State is referred to as a one-economy State—lumber. 

Now Iam going to do everything I can, naturally, to obtain fairness 
for my State, but neither am I going to sit here and seek something for 
my State that is unfair to the N ‘ation. And I will cooperate with this 
committee in working out any formula that they think will best pro- 
mote the interests of all the States concerned. 

I do stress, however, gentlemen, that I do not think it is good prac- 
tice to let a Government agency, without congressional review, pro- 
ceed to juggle a formula that has great effects on the States concerned 
without getting congressional sanction. 

I happen to believe that that involves not an administrative matter, 
it involves basically a legislative matter; the formula of distribution, 
I think, is a legislative prerogative and once the formula is agreed 
upon, then the administrative function starts at that point. 

sut what I fear has happened here is that the departments really 
have passed a little legislation, via an administrative order, and when 
they tell us in the spring of one year they can’t go ahead with an 
examination of values, because it is tae costly, and yet by fall, never- 
theless, are going ahead with the formula based in part upon values 
and those values are estimates, rather than the result of careful study, 
I think we have a job to do in putting on the brakes to that kind of 
administrative function or activity. 
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I have one more point and then I take the questions. On this matter 
of formulas, again talking about my own State, as I interpret the 
Murray bill, Oregon would go back to getting 13.7 percent of the 
forest highway authorization for 1959, 1960, and 1961. The Murray 
bill does not talk about old or new formulas, or old or new values. 
It merely says that for the fiscal year 1959-61, each State will get 
the same percentage of the total money that it got in 1958. Studies 
of needs and possible formulas will be presented to this committee in 
January 1960 under this bill, and then a new formula will be worked 
out. 

At first glance, until I know more about it, that strikes me as a pretty 
equitable and fair approach to make to this problem. As I see the 
Murray bill, it gives a real chance for cooperation between the Federal 
Government and the States. Unless the authorization is raised to 
compensate for use of the old percentage, Oregon would get about 
$173,000 less than the administrative change of last November pro- 
vided. And you can imagine the concern that causes in my State when 
I am told that we do have this position of leadership in regard to the 
amount of timber and the amount cut and the value of timber- 

Now the present formula gives us $4,306,000, and the old percentage 
gave us $4,133,000; the area formula would cut us to $2,460,000. I 
dont’ have to tell this committee what I hear from my State when 
it is suggested that with the greatest amount of timber cut, the greatest 
value of timber cut, the greatest return to the Treasury of the United 
States, it is proposed to have a formula that would cut us pretty 
close to half. 

Now I think a study would attempt to strike a balance between 
funds and needs so that all the States move forward together. If this 
committee thought. that recreation or timber hauling required some 
States to get more money earlier, that would be fine with me. If they 
wanted to set aside money to speed up roads in underdeveloped areas, 
that would be fine with me. 

It seems to me with so much of the forest highways on Federal 
aid, we ought to consider insuring that forest highways move at the 
same time as the ABC roads. Due consideration should be given to 
the fact that these roads are in the forests and deserve special financing. 

I will close by saying, gentlemen, I am perfectly satisfied when you 
get all the facts involving each one of the States before you, we 
can count on the committee to see that no unfairness is doine any 
State, including my own, and my office will be at your service in 
finding for you any material that you want about Oregon at any time 
in regard to this matter that we can find. 

Of course I plead this morning that the committee does not follow 
a course of action that would result in the great cut in funds for 
my state from, in round numbers, $4 million to, in round numbers, 
$214 million, because I just think it cannot be justified on any grounds. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gorr. On the record. 

Senator Casp. Mr. Chairman, Senator Morse, I read with great 
interest this letter by the Comptroller General addressed to you under 
date of February 7, 1957, in which there is a rather thorough discus- 
sion of the different methods of apportionment. 
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Would you agree with the Comptroller General that since there was 
no specified percentage in the statute, that the use in the statute of 
the words “area” and “value” suggested the interpretation of 50 
percent to e: ach one ¢ 

Senator Morse. Well, I think it is a reasonable interpretation, but 
to be perfectly honest, I don’t think necessarily an exclusive interpre- 
tation, but I think it is the most reasonable interpretation that first 
comes to one’s mind. 

Senator Cass. The Comptroller General brought up the question 
of considering the needs of the several States in relation to the forest 
highways. Do you think that the need or the cost of completing the 
system, is that consistent with what you had in mind when you re- 
ferred to the completion of the system ? 

Senator Morse. If I were a member of this committee, I certainly 
would give great weight to a consideration of the criterion of need, 
consider that along with the other criteria that will be, I am sure, 
developed in the final for mula that you recommend. 

My point, Senator Case, is that I am very anxious to have this com- 
mittee do the formulizing, and not a department. And I think the 
arguments by analogy are all in my corner. We do it in so many 
other fields of legisla ation. You say to an administrative body, this 
is the legislation, here are the formulas that you are to administer. 
Sometimes they are in pretty broad brackets, but at least they tell 
the administrative body you are to administer this apportionment. 
But here, if we don’t watch out, we are going to get the departments 
telling the States how much they are going to get. And after their 
decision is m: ade, then you have got to have a fight in Congress to 
reverse a departmental decision and that is always more difficult be- 
cause once a decision is made, somebody gets a vested interest under 
that decision, and the heat is on him from back home to see to it that 
that department’s decision is not upset. And I think that is unfor- 
tunate. I think what we ought to do, now, before it is too late and 
before too many alinements are formed, is go along the line of the 
Murray bill and say well, we are going to “maintain the same per- 
centages until we can complete this study and then we are going to 
lay down a formula. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that the Senator from Ore- 
gon is on sound ground in saying that the method of apportionment, 
the formula for apportionment, should be written into the law, should 
be determined by Congress with respect to forest highway funds. 

We do have precise formulas for the apportionment of the pri- 
mary, secondary, and urban money, and as everyone who has been 
conversant with highway legislation in the Interstate System knows, 
the method of apportionment has been the subject of consider able 
congressional concern and in fact was the principal point over which 
we had our struggle in conference 2 years ago. So that if we were 
to make a legisla itive determination for the class 1 forest highway 
funds, it would be thoroughly consistent with the thing that we do 
with regard to other funds. 

That seems particularly true since these class-1 forest highways are 
segments of the primary, or Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. Th: unk: you, Senator Morse. 

We will include in the record at this point a statement by Senator 
Church, and on behalf of Senator Kerr a resolution passed by the 
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Board of County Commissioners of Tulsa County, Okla., and a letter 
from Mr. A. E. Johnson, executive secretary of the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials. 

(The items referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Frank CuHuRCcH, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
IDAHO 


Mr. CHAIRMAN. I urge favorable action on 8. 3220, which I am privileged to 
cosponsor with Senators Murray, Mansfield, Anderson, and Jackson. This bill 
would amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to authorize appropriations 
for forest highways in fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, and 1961, to provide for 
$50 million in each of those States to the formula used in fiscal year 1958. 

The present authorization of $30 million a year is inadequate. I join with the 
Senators from Montana, who have called for a complete review by January 1, 
1960, of the forest highway program. We must have a study which shows all 
of the roads that will be in the forest highway system; we must have cost esti- 
mates; we must have planning to cover the 10-year period beginning in 1962. 
Until a comprehensive study is made as a result of legislative directive, there 
can be no realistic formula determinations. 

The provision in the bill to return to the apportionment utilized in fiscal year 
1958, is sensible in the circumstances. The Agriculture Department made major 
changes in its valuations of timber. Later, the Departments of Agriculture and 
Commerce changed the weight given to area and value. The law has long 
provided that distribution would be on the basis of area and value, and histori- 
cally the weight given each of these factors has been equal. Although in the 
State of Idaho the effect of the 1957 change was adverse, the net change was not 
particularly great. But, as has been clearly demonstrated, this disruption of the 
formula—the new assignment of weight between area and value—was apparently 
designed to achieve close to the same relationship as existed under the old valua- 
tions and under the old formula. 

It seems to me this was an artificial approach. It is my strong view that it is 
far better to stick to the old methods and the old formulas pending a complete 
review of the program. 

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I want to comment that where access roads are 
built into timber by the United States, there is more spirited bidding, smaller 
operators can bid, and, generally, the Government gets a better price. It is false 
economy and misleading for the United States to close its eyes to the fact that it 
has really appropriated money for roads when it allows the timber operators to 
deduct the road costs from amounts paid for timber. I urge that since the 
Government is paying for those roads anyway, it should itself build the roads 
which proper forest management dictates, and allow the small timber operators, 
as well as the large ones, an opportunity to bid. Under our system, this will 
yield the best return to the Government. Roads built for timber purposes are 
self-liquidating and they do more than pay for themselves. 

For these reasons, I respectfully request this committee to include the language 
of S. 3220 and S. 1136 in S. 3088. 


RESOLUTION 


To the Honorable RAYMOND Gary, 
Governor of the State of Oklahoma ; 
The Honorable Rogert S. Kerr, 
United States Senator; 
The Honorable A. S. (MIKE) MoONRONEY, 
United States Senator; 
The Honorable PAGE BELCHER, 
United States Representative: 

Whereas the Board of County Commissioners of Tulsa County, Okla., in 
regular meeting assembled and being concerned for the welfare of the people 
of the county, and in recognition of the efforts of Gov. Raymond Gary, Senator 
Robert S. Kerr, Senator A. 8S. (Mike) Monroney, and Representative Page 
3elcher, do hereby commend them, and each of them, for their promotion of 
public works and highway construction in this community ; and 
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Whereas the incident of unemployment has taken a sharp rise in this county, 
due in part to the decrease of Federal contracts with the Douglas Aircraft Co., 
to the extent that there are now more than 8,000 heads of families unemployed 
in Tulsa County ; and 

Whereas the Board of County Commissioners of Tulsa County, Okla., are 
greatly concerned about the effect such unemployment will have on the economy 
and general welfare of the people of this community, and recognizing the urgent 
need for the immediate action to alleviate the conditions arising from such un- 
employment, 

Do hereby resolve, and earnestly request that the Governor of the State of 
Oklahoma, the United States Senators from Oklahoma, and the United States 
Representative of this district do all in their power to implement, foster, and 
promote with the utmost expediency a program of public works and highway 
construction in Tulsa County to the end that workingmen may again find em- 
ployment and continue to provide for their families. 

Dated this 25th day of February 1958. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE BoarD or CouUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
or Tutsa County, OKA. 
By W.N. Correy, Chairman. 
FraNK O’Brien, Member. 
CHARLES V. SHURTLEFF, Member. 

Attest: 

WILLIAM P. GABLE, County Clerk. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1958. 
The Honorable ALBERT GoRE, 
Member of Congress, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR GORE: In compliance with your request to this office of Feb- 
ruary 25 regarding the ability of the State highway departments to obligate 
additional ABC funds this current calendar year, we herewith supply the 
information secured from the chief administrative officers : 

Twelve out of the fifty member departments reporting stated they could 
not obligate any additional ABC funds this calendar year. 

Thirty-eight out of the fifty member departments reporting stated they could 
obligate additional ABC funds this calendar year for a total of $376 million or 
an increase over the current 1959 fiscal year apportionment of 438 percent. 

We were unable to secure an answer from the State highway department of 
Massachusetts in a reasonable length of time and therefore nothing is included 
in this tabulation for them. All other States, the District of Columbia, and the 
Territories of Hawaii and Puerto Rico are included. 

It appears that the biggest deterrent to the use of additional Federal ABC 
funds is the lack of matching money in a large number of States. 

However, practically all of the States are of the opinion that if the matching 
problem could be eased or eliminated that additional primary and secondary 
funds could be placed under contract with a minimum of lead time and delay, 
and faster than for any other type of public-works activity. Also it would have 
the added advantage of reaching into every county of the Nation with emer- 
gency employment. 

For those States who expressed a preference of the type of ABC funds most 
needed, the majority seemed to favor a larger proportionate increase in primary 
funds. 

If we can be of further service to you and your problem, please call on us. 

Yours very truly, 
A. E. Jonnson, Evecutive Secretary. 


Senator Gore. It is so near 12, the committee will stand adjourned 
until 2 p. m. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. Come to order, please. 
General Prentiss, first. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. LOUIS W. PRENTISS (USA—RETIRED), 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


General Prentiss. Mr. Chairman, Senator Case, before starting this 
presentation in view of the fact that you were not present when 1 ap- 
peared before your committee last week, I want to take this occasion 
to thank you on behalf of the American Road Builders’ Association 
for your appearance at our annual convention and the very fine talk 
which you made and also the very fine talk that Senator Case made. 

I want you to know that yesterday when I was out in Illinois that 
there were many comments made about the talk which you presented 
to our convention. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, sir. 

General Prentiss. My name is Louis W. Prentiss. I am executive 
vice president of the American Road Builders’ Association, with of- 
fices in Washington, D.C. Through the years we have supported and 
strongly advocated a highway Seaieaainen program which we feel, 
first, is in the best interests of our country and, second, in the best 
interests of the entire highway industry. We have consistently cham- 
pioned a long-range, balanced, soundly financed, and accelerated con- 
struction program to produce as quickly as possible the kind of roads 
this country needs for its future economic growth, and must have in 
the interest of national defense and the driving safety of our people. 

Highway transportation provides essential movement of people and 
goods; in addition, it has itself become a major element of the econ- 
omy, generating directly or indirectly approximately one-seventh of 
all gainful employment ‘and an equal proportion of the gross national 
product. One out of every six retail, wholesale, and service business 
is connected with highway transport. The trend in vehicle-miles of 
highway use follows the trend of economic expansion. When many 
of the highways in use today were built, the economy of the Nation 
was at an entirely different level. 

In the 1930’s the gross national product—the value of the goods and 
services produced i in the Nation—averaged about $100 billion per year. 
In 1939 we had 30.6 million vehicles on the road, including 4.4 million 
trucks. Passenger cars were then being produced at the annual rate 
of 3.5 million. The annua] vehicle travel amounted to 285 billion 
vehicle-miles. Less speed was then built into passenger cars and there 
was much less commercial hauling on the roads. Highways built to 
1930 specifications became obsolete like the vehicles that used the roads. 

Today the gross national product, the level of doing business, is 
$435 billion, more than 4 times as great as in the ‘19; 30's. This 
places new demands on our highways. New developments in passenger 

vars and higher speeds require modern highways. New deve ‘lopments 
in trucks with the extension of freight service require more adequate 
roads. Car production, motor-vehicle registration, and motor-vehicle 
use have doubled. 
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Motor-vehicle travel in 1957 was 655 billion vehicle-miles. It is 
estimated that by 1965 the traffic load will increase to about 825 bil- 
lion vehicle-miles. 'Today’s motor vehicle registration is over 67 mil- 
lion and it is predicted that it will be 86 million in 1965. 

Since the passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, in 
which you, Mr. Chairman and this subcommittee played such a 
dominant role, the attention of the general public has been attracted 
more to the glamorous Interstate Highway System than to the 
equally important, but less dramatic, primary, secondary, and urban 
systems which we refer to as ABC roads. 

S. 3038, providing for the continuation and acceleration of the 
traditional Federal-aid highway program for the improvement of pri- 
mary and secondary roads together with urban extensions thereof, 
is a modest but consrtuctive step toward insuring satisfactory progress 
in modernizing these roads so that they can carry their full share 
of the future traffic of the Nation. 

It is interesting to note that of the 3.4 million miles of highways and 
streets in our country only one-fifth, or 777,000 miles, are included 
in the Federal-aid systems. The primary system, consisting of 249,- 
000 miles, includes the 41,000 miles designated as the Interstate Sys- 
tem. The secondary system comprises 528,000 miles. When we talk 
of ABC roads we refer to the total mileage of 736,000 miles of Fed- 
eral-aid primary routes, secondary or so- called farm-to-market roads, 
and extensions thereof in urban areas. Of the total mileage, 703 ,000 
miles are in rural areas and 34,000 miles are in urban areas. 

The Interstate System comprising only 1.2 percent of the country’s 
road mileage will, when completed, carry 20 percent of its total 
vehicle mileage, but it can do so only if our construction program 
is so balanced that the ABC roads are ready at that time to serve 
adequately as feeder and interconnecting routes. The so-called sec- 
tion 13 report, entitled “Needs of the Highway Systems—1955-84,” 
submitted to Congress by the Secretary of Commerce in March 1955, 
in response to the amendment sponsored by Senator Case, cited the 
construction requirements of the ABC highways to bring them up to 
a satisfactory standard. The cost was set at $45 billion. 

On the customary 50-50 Federal-aid basis this would require $22.5 
billion of Federal funds. The 1956 Federal Aid Highway Act es- 
tablished a $50 million annual accelerating rate of construction—$25 
million Federal, $25 million State—on the ABC system for 1957, 
1958, 1959. The House version of the bill expressed an intention 
to mera this rate of acceleration through the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1969. If this were done, ABC Federal aid for the duration 
of the 13-year authorization program would be as follows: 


Year: Millions ) Year—Continued Millions 
1067... ASUS ee $825 De se aihkb titi. tS ae $1, 025 
Uh hes dices eden Riieeds erste 850 \ eee wins shiecin aide ec 1, 050 
I tata a ae i a te 875 I ii an tee a tena an nes is 
Bisa aches corde da Seca Saat 900 i sccitashcordibidiate ss Pe 
1961 sctafta nation toad ida coe 925 1969___- Ra 
ee eS th costed 950 —-—- 
1963 __ ee . 5 anna 975 Grand toteal...... diets. 12, 675 
1964 - 1, 000 


Even if this aliens ated rate were maintained, the total would still 
be $10 billion less than the Federal share of the need on ABC roads 
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as estimated back in 1955. It should be pointed out, also, that the 
section 13 report dealt with 1954 costs. These same costs payable in 
1958 dollars would be about $55 billion. One other factor which 
needs consideration is that the 1955 report was predicated upon a pro- 
gram to correct, inadequacies in 10 years to handle the traflic of 1964; 
whereas, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is predicated upon 
meeting the traffic demands projected to 1975. 

Senator Casz. Could I interrupt right there, General Prentiss ¢ 

General Prentiss. Yes. 

Senator Casr. That is the first time that I have seen those figures 
brought together as sharply as that. I would say, as a general propo- 
sition, different times, that we knew what it would take to complete 
the Interstate System within a 13-year period but that it would take 
more than what we were doing to complete the secondary system 
within the same period of time. You, here, have put the figures to- 
gether which would indicate that we would practically have to double 
what we are doing in the ABC systems to get through in the same 
period of time as we have talked about financing the Interstate System. 

General Prentiss. To bring them up to the standard as called for 
in that report as submitted in 1955; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is a very striking thing and it certainly seems 
to me, Mr. Chairman, that it not merely justifies maintaining the $25 
million a year acceleration which was contemplated in the 1956 legis- 
lation but, if anything, doing something more. 

Senator Gor gE. You, then, I take it, ‘would welcome, General Pren- 
tiss, the provision in the bill I introduced yesterday, though it is only 
for 1 year, to provide a great. acceleration of the primary, secondary, 
and urban program ¢ 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir: I covered that on page 7 of this state- 
ment. Not with reference to your act but I specifically recommend 
that action. 

Senator Gorr. Well, I don’t entertain any notion that the bill I in- 
troduced is a paragon of wisdom, but it is the best I could put together 
and at least it gives you a vehicle to amend and something to proceed 
on. 

General Prentiss. Well, it shows an aggressive and dynamic leader- 
ship on your part and we welcome that. 

Senator Gorr. Now, you may be quoted on that ? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. He hasn’t retracted it in any event, Mr. Chairman. 

General Prentiss. For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, it is believed 
that the increase in ABC authorizations as proposed in the legislation 
before your subcommittee is, indeed, a modest one. It amounts to 
only 2.86 percent for 1960 over 1959 and 2.78 percent for 1961 over 
1960. These small percentage increases are not enough to offset the 
annual loss in road-purchasing power of our dollar. ‘Tn light of the 
constantly increasing cost of living, a leveling off in authorizations at 
this time would result in a serious reduction of m: iny miles of improve- 
ments a year. Instead of going forward we would have difficulty 
holding our own against the rising > Yeates and increasing prices. 

During the first 6 months of fiscal year 1958, the States made a 
remarkable record of fund obligation sasianal the ABC highway 
fund authorization. The average for all States was 56 percent of 
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apportioned funds obligated during the first 6 months of the fiscal 
year. Seven of the States obligated all of their 1958 money and up 
to 23 percent of their 1959 money. Only four States and the District 
of Columbia, Hawaii and Puerto Rico were unable to obligate all of 
their 1957 funds in that period. 

It is not believed that there will be any matching fund problem 
involved. 

Senator Casr. Right there I am obliged to interrupt again. 

General Prentiss, “before you took your present position you were 
the Engineer Commissioner for the District of Columbia and you 
mentioned the District of Columbia as one of those that has not obli- 
gated its 1957 money. Is that its allocation of primary money, or 
secondary or urban or all three ? 

General Prentiss. We are talking here about all three; the ABC 
money only that I am speaking of now. In the District of Columbia 
it is primary and secondary. 

Senator Case. Does the District of Columbia get secondary money ¢ 

General Prentiss. It gets primary and sec ondary. 

Senator Casr. Where does the District of Columbia have roads that 
classify or qualify for secondary designation ? 

General Prentiss. I made a mistake, I would have to check up on 
that, Senator. 

Senator Casr. It may, but that has always intrigued me because 
I would think that if it was a question of the fact that it was in the 
secondary classification they could transfer it to their primary. 

General Prentiss. I am not positive what the answer is on that. 

Senator Casz. You no longer have any direct District of Columbia 
responsibility and we probably ought to ask that of the District Super- 
intendent of Roads. 

General Prentiss. I haven’t on that that closely. 

The fund authorizations in S. 3088 will make possible the elimina- 
tion of many of the blind curves or blind grades, narrow roads, soft 
shoulders, narrow bridges and narrow t -affic lanes and speed up the 
elimination of some of the 227,000 railroad crossings that each year 
take their tragic toll of lives. Many of these crossings lie on the 
ABC road nets. 

In addition to these dangerous grade crossings, there are more than 
40,000 unsound, narrow, or otherwise inadequate structures, such as 
bridges and culverts, on our primary system and more than 73 ,000 on 
our secondary system, all of which need to be improved or replaced. 

The benefits from modern safe highway design are so great in terms 
of lives saved, casualties prevented, property damages reduced, that 
we should accept the fact that this accelerated highway construction 
program is a “must,” and that the economic and defense benefits are 
so great that our country cannot afford to be without it or to let it 
slow down. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know of any other expenditure of public 
funds to match the widespread impact of the Federal-aid highway 
ABC program on our Nation’s economy. It not only distributes its 
benefits geographically into every section of the country, but it also 
is felt in a great variety of businesses, all of which are heavy em- 
ployers of labor. I speak, of course, of the contractors, the producers 
of basic road materials, such as steel, cement, asphalt, rock, sand and 








536 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


gravel; and of the manufacturers of construction equipment and the 
special items of lights, signs, paint and guardrails that go into the 
modern highway. Studies indicate that the highway dollar expended 
ina pr oject area generates 4 to 5 dollars of business. The benefits are 
widespread and they reach the grassroots. 

Mr. Chairman, in the event economic conditions dictate an increase 
in public works as an offset against unemployment, high priority 
should be given to increasing the “ABC program with 100 percent Fed- 
eral money as a loan against future ABC apportionments. In my 
opinion, no better use of Federal funds can be found because of : 

(a) Thespeed with which the funds can be put to work ; 

(6) The widespread geographic distribution of the work; 

(c) The widespread impact of this work on basic industries which 
are big employers of labor ; 

(d) The financial returns which these roads would make to the 
areas served ; and 

(e) The fact that 90 percent of the funds will go into early con- 
struction work because of the relative simplicity of engineering and 
freedom from complex right-of-way problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I sum up the position of the American Road Build- 
ers’ Association on ABC legislation as follows: 

1. Wesupport 8. 3088 and urge its prompt passage. 

2. We feel that the proposed increases in ABC authorizations are 
essential to offset the reduced highway buying power of the dollar. 

3. We believe that the economic, defense and safety benefits from 
this program are so great that our country cannot afford to allow it 
to slow down. 

4. We believe that the proposed increases in ABC authorizations 
are necessary to maintain the desirable balance between progress on 
these programs and Interstate Highway construction. 

5. We recommend prompt passage of this bill, followed at the ear- 
liest possible time with appropriate apportionments in order to permit 
sound, long-range planning by the highway departments and the most 
efficient distribution of the engineering and construction workloads. 

With respect to other proposals before your subcommittee, we sup- 
port S. 3150, introduced by Senator Case, as a most constructive step 
in discouraging the dispersion of Federal funds for payment of relo- 
cation of utilities. However, we respectfully submit that this bill does 
not go far enough and recommend that section 111 of the Federal Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 be amended in such a manner as to preclude the 
application of Federal funds for utility relocation unless vested prop- 
erty rights are involved. 

We support S. 3033, introduced by Senator Barrett, which would 
amend section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1921 in such 
a manner as to provide for reimbursement to the States for the Federal 
share of the cost of stockpiled materials for use in the construction of 
Federal-aid highway projects. 

In conclusion, let me emphasize that our association is opposed to 
the application of moneys from the highway trust fund for any 
purpose whatsoever other than the improvement of the National Sys- 
tems of Interstate and Defense Highways, the primary and secondary 
Federal-aid systems, and the appropriate administrative expenses of 
the Bureau of Public Roads. 
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Mr. Chairman, the American Road Builders’ Association is very 
appreciative of this opportunity to be heard. 

Before I finish I would like to state that despite the fact that this 
particular bill is not before your committee we go on record in sup- 
port of S. 3151 which was introduced by Senator Case. This bill 
would bring together all highway laws enacted since 1916. It is 
essential to the orderly and expeditial carrying out of the Federal- 
aid highway program. 

Senator Gore. I want to ask you right there: I am in sympathy 
entirely with the bill that Senator Case introduced. Do you think 
that should await the action this year and then have an up-to-date 
codificiation? What is your view on that? 

General Prentiss. I think that the Federal-Aid Act of 1956 needs 
revision and that such codification as is proposed in Senator Case’s 
bill should follow the revision of the 1956 act. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have that same feeling, that is: 
Should the Highway Act of 1958 amend the substantive provisions of 
the highway laws? We should not pass S. 3151 until we have de- 
termined that, then incorporate in that any substantive provisions so 
that it would be completely up to date. 

Senator Gore. Do you concur in that? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. And under the existing patchwork of 
Federal highway law it is most difficult for administrative agencies 
and the highw ay industry to ascertain to any degree of certainty just 
what the law is. 

Thaik you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Yokley ? 


STATEMENT OF E. C. YOKLEY, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL LAW OFFICERS 


Mr. Yoxtry. Mr. Chairman, my name is E, C. Yokley. I am en- 
gaged in the general practice of law in Nashville, Tenn. I appear 
tod: ay representing the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers, 
an organization composed of city attorneys of more than 1,000 Ameri- 
can municipalities. I am vice chairman of the committee on munici- 
pally-owned utilities of this organization. I also appear in behalf of 
the First Suburban Water U Ttility District of Davidson County, 
Tenn., a municipality under the general laws of our State, which 
furnishes water to 5,300 consumers in the southern portion of our 
county. 

I assume it is quite unnecessary for me to call to your attention the 
extensive legislative history that preceded the enactment of section 
111 into the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. This section pro- 
vided in substance that whenever a State shall pay for the cost of 
relocation of utility facilities necessitated by the construction of a 
project on the Federal-aid primary or secondary systems or on the 
Interstate System, including extensions thereof within urban areas, 
Federal funds may be used to reimburse the State for such costs in the 
same proportion as Federal funds are expended on the project; pro- 
vided, that Federal funds shall not be apportioned to the States under 
this section when the payment to the utility and the State. In ap- 
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proving section 111 for inclusion in the 1956 act, the conferees of the 
House and Senate on page 34 of the printed report which accompanied 
H. R. 10660, made the following significant statement : 

Section 113 of the bill as passed by the House and recommended aud accepted 
by the conferees, recognized the equity of reimbursing utilities for the cost of 
relocating utilities when required for Federal-aid highway projects. 

The decision of the Congress to enact the provisions of section 111 
of the 1956 act was not arrived at hastily. It followed a long course 
of hearings before this subcommittee and your full committee, and 
comparable committees in “7 House, which extended from 1952 until 
the passage of the act in 195¢ 

The effect of section iL of the 1956 act was to leave the matter 
of reimbursement to the States with a proviso for Federal participa- 
tion only in those instances where State laws authorized payment by 
the States. 

Subsequent to the passage of section 111 in the 1956 act, 16 States 
have enacted legislation providing the reimbursement to utilities. 
The best check that I have been able to make indicates that the States 
of Idaho, Montana, Massachusetts, New Mexico, and Utah have enacted 
statutes providing for reimbursement on all Federal-aid highways. 
The States of Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Minnesota, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Texas have enacted legislation pro- 
viding for reimbursement for the relocation of utility facilities where 
located on the Interstate System of Highways. The State of Tennes- 
see has enacted legislation providing for reimbursement in connection 
with the Interstate System and also on the primary and secondary 
systems where hards ship cases might arise. Inthe State of Connecticut, 
a 1957 statute provides that on any limited access trunkline highway 
the cost of relocation shall be paid by the State; on other trunkline 
and State-aid highways one-half of the cost of the relocation of 
utility facilities is to be paid by the utility and the other half by 
the State. 

In a number of these States which I have mentioned the validity 
of the legislation has been challenged, which is a matter for determina- 
tion by the courts. The validity of the Tennessee statute has been 
sustained in a lower court decision at Nashville and an appeal is now 
pending in our State ee court. 

My appearance today is for the purpose of opposing S. 3150 which, 
by its terms, would make a substantial reduction in the contribution of 
the Federal Government where a State, under its laws and practices, 
pays for reimbursement costs on the Interstate System. It is the 
feeling of the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers that the 
effect of this bill could be most harmful financially to many munici- 
palities, and particularly the smaller ones, that might be faced with 
unusually large expenses incident to the relocation of their municipal 
utility facilities to accommodate construction on the Interstate Sys- 
tem. In the numerous appearances which representatives of munici- 
palities have heretofore made before this subcommittee and the Sub- 
committee on Roads of the House Public Works Committee, there 
has been forcibly brought to your attention the plight of municipalities 
which find themselves burdened overnight, and without notice, with 
exorbitant and far-reaching demands made by State highway depart- 
ments in connection with the removal of municipal facilities such as 
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water mains, gas mains, electric conduits, sewer facilities, and fire 
alarm system c ‘onduits. 

At its annual meeting last October held at Richmond, Va., the 
National Institute of Municipal Law Officers un: :nimously adopted 
a resolution opposing any effort to repeal or nullify existing legis- 
lation on this subject. With the permission of the chairman of the 
subcommittee, I shall attach to this statement a copy of this resolution. 

It is the thought of the National Institute of Municipal Law Offi- 
cers that in view of the careful studies made by the respective Senate 
and House Committees and Subcommittees on Public Works prior to 
the enactment of the present legislation on the subject, we might at 
least subject the practical applica ation of section 111 of the act of 1956 
to a reasonable working test period in the light of costs under the 
Federal-aid highway program before seeking to amend the 1956 act 
in the manner proposed in S. 3150. We have a great fear that any 
diminution of Federal contributions under the formula so carefully 
worked out by the conferees of the House and Senate in connection 
with the inclusion of section 111 in the 1956 act would thwart the 
legislative intent declared by the Congress in enacting section 111. 

On frequent occasions it appears that small municipalities which 
are least able to bear the burden become the hardest hit when demands 
for relocations are made. In 1951 and 1952 demands made by the 
State highway department resulted in the imposition of a relocation 
expense of approximately $100,000 on the small water district I rep- 
resent in connection with a road widening project on a Federal-aid 
primary road running through our district just south of Nashville. 
We are still trying to retire this indebtedness which represents 1214 
percent of the capital investment of our small company. We are 
reliably informed that within this same area additional widening of 
the road pavement is in the blueprint stage by our State highway r de- 
partment. Such a project will no doubt necessitate a second reloca- 
tion of our facilities. If not relieved of this burden, I fear it will 
mean the end of this municipal service being furnished. 

In these circumstances, I earnestly urge this subcommittee to defer 
action on legislation of the type contemplated in S. 3150 in order that 
every agency of government, Federal, State, and local might consider, 
in the light of practical experience, the full scope and effect of the 
existing legislation. 

In behalf of the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers and 
the consumers of the small water district I represent, I wish to thank 
the chairman and the members of this subcommittee for the tt 
nity of appearing before you here today for an expression of our views 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RELOCATION OF FACILITIES OF PUBLICLY OWNED UTILITIES 


Whereas in 1952, the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers, at its 
annual meeting, adopted a resolution urging support for Federal legislation pro- 
viding reimbursement for the relocation of publicly owned utilities in connection 
with the Federal-aid highway program; and 

Whereas, after many committee hearings, the Congress, in July of 1956, in 
its Federal-aid highway legislation made provision for reimbursement to utili- 
ties, including municipal utilities, for the relocation of their facilities on such 
highway projects, provided payment was authorized by the States; and 

Whereas, since the enactment of this legislation, 16 States have already en- 
acted laws providing for reimbursement to utilities, including municipal utili- 
ties, for such relocation costs; and 
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Whereas legislation has been introduced in the present Congress, the effect 
of which will be to nullify the provisions for reimbursement appearing in the 1956 
Highway Act, thus rendering ineffective the action taken by many States and 
pending in others ; and 

Whereas the enactment of such legislation would be contrary to the best 
interests of the consumers served by American municipalities; Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers, That this insti- 
tute continue its support of legislation at the Federal and State level providing 
reimbursement for publicly-owned utilities in connection with the relocation 
of their facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway construction, and that 
this institute oppose any efforts in Congress or otherwise to repeal or nullify 
existing legislation on this subject. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate Mr. Yokley coming and 
making this statement. It is evidence that he has made a considerable 
study of the matter of reimbursements for utility relocation. I should 
like to ask him questions with reference to that portion of his state- 
ment on page 3 where he refers to the State of Connecticut having a 
statute which provides that on any limited access trunkline highway 
the cost of relocation shall be paid by the State. 

On any other trunkline and State-aid highways one-half of the cost 
is by the utility and the other half by the State. 

What was the reasoning behind that division, do you know? 

Mr. Yoxury. Senator, I just don’t know. That was a summary 
that I obtained through our organization in trying to get at the action 
that had been taken by the several States and I do not know the legis- 
lative history that preceded that act. 

Senator Case. Just beyond that you say that in some States the 

validity of the legislation on this deal has been challenged. What is 
the basis of the challenge? 

Mr. Yoxtury. I can speak directly for Tennessee. They raised the 
question there that it would be a giving away of public moneys for 
a private purpose in contravention of the constitution provision that 
appropriation should not be made for private purpose. In the lower 
court that contention was rejected holding that it was for public 
purposes. 

I prepared this statement rather hurriedly, Senator. I did not 
know until almost 24 hours ago that I would have a chance to appear. 
I understand there is a lower court decision in New Mexico that has 
sustained the validity of their objections. There were objections 
raised on similar grounds. 

Senator Case. If the utility had paid for the right-of-way in any 
way and it constituted a taking, certainly then under the Federal Con- 
stitution the subdivision of government would be required to pay for 
the taking and give just compensation. 

Mr. Yoxiery. Oh, yes, under the eminent domain. 

Senator Case. I am not an attorney, so I am not just sure of my 

ound when I bring in the term “consequential damage” as opposed 
to “direct damage.” But what is your understanding ‘of the li: ability 
of Government and subdivisions for dam: ige which flows from an act 
by Government even though it may not be a full taking of property? 

Now, let me illustrate. If the utility had acquired the right-of-way 
or had paid something for use of the right-of-way, and then the change 
in the route or a reconstruction of the route involved the taking or 
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damage to ese property which the utility had established there then 
would be a cause for claiming or asking for just compensation. But, 
in many of haa cases the utility has been permitted to go on the right- 
of-way and by sufferance, at least, it has had a rate which has been 
respected by the Government in the case of a relocation of a highwa 

or reconstruction by changing the center line of the highway so that 
the utility had to be moved. Isn’t there a damage following from 
that which could be classed as a ¢ onsequential damage? 

Mr. Yoxury. I think so. I think it definitely is, Senator, but it is’ 
a matter that I think you will find the authorities in disagreement on. 
Sometimes the authorities are not even in agreement as to the basic 
right and in other cases they have various interpretations in the court 
decisions of the different States with respect to the quantum of the 
damage or the amount of the damage. It is generally governed by 
statute now. 

For years, under the common law, we had no statute on it and they 
were pretty well concluded. Now, by statute some States do give 
greater recognition to consequenti: ul damage than to others. I 
wouldn’t want to state which is the majority or which is the minority 
opinion. 

Senator Casr. Is there any constitutional question involved in rec- 
ognizing consequential damage or would that vary with the State 
constitutions ¢ 

Mr. Yox«uiry. That could be, it would depend on the constitutional 
provision of the particular State, I think, whether or not the consti- 
tution’placed any limitation on the right of eminent domain. 

Senator Case. Well, it is a complex problem and I think this state- 
ment will undoubtedly be studied and restudied as we get into the 
matter in executive session. I have felt that where there were small 
municipalities, particularly, and small utility companies including the 
rural electrification associations, that the great injustice at least 
could be created by the failure on the part of either the State or the 
Federal Government to provide any compensation. 

At the same time the result of the language as it was incorporated in 
the 1956 act due to the discussion we had in conference and preserving 
the limitations that were in the original Senate language have resulted 
in the situation with which you are familiar, namely, that some States 
have said, “O. K., we will approve the reimbursement on the Inter- 
state System where the Federal Government pays the cost or 90 per- 
cent of it, which in effect has given the States the right to add a dispro- 
portionate cost of a total project on to the Federal Government and it 
seemed to the Secretary of Commerce and the Bureau of Public Roads 
a distortion of the principle of recognizing that the Federal Govern- 
ment would bear its share of the cost when the State did. That led 
to the suggestion of the amendment. While I am inclined to think in 
my own mind that the amendment as I introduced it is not a satis- 
factory answer to the question, it would raise the issue and give us an 
opportunity of further study. 

Mr. Yoxury. Senator, in connection with that if you would let me 
make a brief response. I prepared this statement hurriedly and 
omitted to say one thing. It is germane to the comments you made, 
if you would let me make a brief ‘comment I would like to do it. 

We must not, I think, overlook the fact that in the 10 States where 
reimbursement has been authorized only on the Interstate System 
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there would be no relief afforded the taxpayers of the municipalities, 
whether they are large or small, for any relocation costs on the Fed- 
eral primary or secondary. 

It could well be, and in many instances I predict it will be, that this 
will result in a situation of hardship on the primary or secondary sys- 
tem where there is no relief provided under those particular State's 
Status. 

Now, if the benefits they might receive under the present law, this 
is just my idea of it, and it is a followup. Maybe I can answer some 
of your thinking, if we may be permitted to do so. It is my idea if 
these benefits were reduced on the Interstate System in those States 
where there is no provision for any compensation or reimbursement 
on the primary or secondary. If these benefits were reduced from 
90 percent to I believe 50 percent according to your bill the taxpayers 
of these municipalities would be very low indeed and they would be 
placed at a great disproportion to those States that didn’t just con- 
centrate on the Interstate System but granted authorizations for pay- 
ment at the State level on the interstate, primary and secondary. 

Now, Senator, it was not through any urging of the munic ipals, [ 
assure you, representing their taxpayers, if the primary and secondary 
systems were eliminated from consideration. 

It would ; appear to me in those States the Federal Government could 
conceivably save more through the exclusions in many circumstances 
than it would pay out under the inclusion formula of 90 percent. And 
this is another reason why our organization and the attorneys in the 
National Institute of Municipal Law Officers who have been interested 
in this thing through our committee on municipal utilities felt if we 
could have some further break or waiting period where we could see 
what some of the cost experiences would be, we might better be able to 
reach some of the equities of the situation. 

I can conceivably see that in many States you have a different 
factual situation every time you have a road ~e as, of course, 
you well understand in your long experience in dealing with these 
road matters, but we might have a number of ainsi where the 
blow would hit hard on a primary or secondary, particularly on a 
primary road going through a municipality where they would have 
good luck when the State highway department and the divisional 
engineers of the Bureau of Roads laid out the system, they might not 
be hit hard on it, but be hit hard on the primary system. 

In the overall picture it looks to me like there might be a balancing 
of financing equities that might not make the picture look as bad as 
it presently looks to you. That is one of the reasons we felt we 
would like to see some sort of working test period on it. 

Senator Case. The only difficulty there is if we had one rule for 
the building of the Interstate System or of any system for a period of 
time which established certain benefits and then sought to repeal that 
for the highways built later we probably would find cries of discrimi- 
nation. 

If the rule were modified for the later construction the communi- 
ties which were built under the modification would point to the 
earlier built roads and say, well, that community got a benefit which 
we didn’t or that utility got a benefit which we didn’t. 

It is a complicated question and we aren’t going to settle it here. 
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Mr. Yokxiry. It is. The city attorneys have to come to grips with 
this problem almost every time we have a road project, and we were 
so hopeful if it could be done that we could at least have a chance 
to see what some of the cost figures are going to be as this thing 
develops. 

In reviewing some of the testimony, Mr. Chairman, of Secretary 
Weeks that he gave before this committee, a reference was made to a 
3 percent cost, that left me under the i impression and I was afraid it 
might have left the subcommittee under the impression, that there 
would be applied a 3 percent cost formula, that that would be a fair 
appraisal of utility relocation costs and when he mentioned an extra 
$10 billion increase over the program we were afraid the committee 
might get the impression that that would be a flat 3 percent cost 
across the board and we have figures, and I am wondering if you 
would be kind enough to let me supplement my remarks w ith about a 
two-page statement for the record as a supplement, in order that I 
might respond to Secretary Weeks ¢ 

Senator Gorr. Without objection that is ordered. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Yokley 

Mr. Bradford Ross, United States Independent Telephone Asso- 
clation. 


STATEMENT OF BRADFORD ROSS, COUNSEL, UNITED STATES 
INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 


Mr.:Ross. Mr. Chairman, I appear on behalf of the United States 
independent telephone industry, an industry in which there are more 
than 4,000 companies over the Nation which are independent of the 
Bell System. These companies serve approximately two-thirds of 
the geographical area of the country through approximately 10,870 
exchanges. 

This ‘industry operates over 9,600,000 telephones through companies 
which obv iously are for the most part small-business enterprises. Of 
these companies 3,685 have less than 1,000 telephones and 1,849 have 
less than 450 telephones. The State of Tennessee, for ex cample, has 

78 independent telephone companies of which 68 have less than 1,000 
wba ‘ribers; 52 have less than 450 subscribers, and 40, more than half, 
have less than 250 subscribers. Of the 95 independent telephone 
companies in South Dakota, all but 7 have less than 1,000 subscribers, 
67 have less than 450 subscribers and 41 have less than 250 subscribers. 

Farmers, rural businesses, and small communities in practically 
every State depend on independent telephone companies in the con- 
duct of daily business and personal affairs. 

The typical independent telephone company operates on a small 
amount of capital. Its subscribers are insufficient in number to sup- 
port any drastic increases in cost of operation. These companies are 
required to maintain their facilities in condition to render adequate 
and prompt service to the public. Their operating expenses and 
reserves are restricted by regulation to permit only the nec essary and 
normal costs of doing business. Their rates are limited by public 
authority to a reasonable return, usually not more than 6 percent. 
These companies have no reserves available to meet substantial and 
unforeseen expenditures of the type they would be required to make 
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for the relocation of facilities located on highways. Any costs of that 
nature requiring immediate eqpenditure must, somehow, be met by 
the small utility and ultimately recouped from the subscribers. Such 
a situation in most cases produces a financial crisis jeopardizing serv- 
ice to the public and the company’s solvency. 

Telephone service is closely related and entwined with the devel- 
opment of a community. It expands as the community develops eco- 
nomically and industrially. The demand for rural telephone service 
is on the increase when economic conditions in the rural areas improve, 
and such demand is on the decrease when economic conditions in suc h 
areas get worse. 

A large portion of the independent companies serve rural areas and 
small communities which are dependent upon the agricultural econ- 
omy. ‘Their rural telephone lines are supported by relatively few sub- 
scribers per mile of line. If they did not have the use of the public 
highway rights-of-way many rural lines would not be in existence 
because of prohibitive costs. These companies have real reason to 
be concerned about any proposal to thrust an sdditional burden of 
highway relocation costs upon them. Other companies near the large 
metropolitan cities have felt the impact of population shifts into their 
service areas. In such areas the demand for service is on the increase 
and small independent companies, with limited capital resources, are 
strained to the breaking point in attempting to expand plant and pro- 
vide modern equipment desired by the public. 

Congress recognized these problems when it enacted the present 
law. For example, in presenting the report of the conferees of the 
House and of the Senate, Congressman McGregor told the House: 

Mr. Speaker, this section will be of great assistance to small utilities, both 
public and private, especially including the REA, small telephone companies, 
and small villages through which highway systems run and now have storm 
Sewers, water sewage, and lighting utilities which do not bring in the revenue 
necessary to relocate if compelled to do so by new highway alinement. 

It has been suggested that the present provisions of the law have 
not been properly interpreted, since some States have allowed relo- 

cation costs only for Interstate System highways. 

It seems to us that State limitations are of principal concern to our 
telephone companies and other utilities, and we fail to see why those 
opposed to Federal expenditures for any relocation costs should com- 
plain. If some States limit rep: ayment to certain projects, such as 
the Interstate System, the result is that our companies must pay the 
full relocation costs in connection with primary and secondary ancl 
other Federal highway projects. We believe that it is not fair to 
require our companies to pay relocation costs in connection with any 
of those projects, and we hope that, in time, all States will include 
all projects for repayment. 

We believe the intent was clear that, where the practice under 
State law is to reimburse, such reimbursement will be proper and the 
Federal contribution will be in proportion to the F ices! funds ex- 
pended on the project. If by State law we are limited to reimburse- 
ment in part only the Federal expenditure for this cost is also so 
limited. 

S. 3150 would reduce the amount of Federal reimbursement to be 
received by an independent telephone company to 50 percent of the 
cost which it incurred in moving to accommodate the construction 
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of the Interstate Highway, this despite the fact the Federal Govern- 
ment would pay 90 percent of all the other costs of constructing those 
roads. Clearly, such a restriction would work to discourage the 
State from reimbursing these companies. Furthermore, S. 3150 
would permit reimbursement only when required by State law. This 
provision, in our opinion, is contrary to the intent of the 1956 legis- 
fation which provided for reimbursement whenever a State shall pay 
for such cost and may do so under State law. It would have the 
effect of preventing reimbursement under the present State laws in 
numerous States simply because the statutory language in the State 
laws is permissive rather than mandatory. This provision would re- 
quire amendment of such State laws before any reimbursement could 
be obtained, and undoubtedly, would for some time block any payment 
for reimbursement, although now permissible and granted under 
State law, since not all State legislatures meet each year and, as we 
all know, it takes time to obtain legislative relief. 

S. 3150 would be far more restrictive than H. R. 10660 as passed by 
the Senate in 1956. Section 110 of that bill would have provided for 
payment of 50 percent of a utility’s relocation cost out of Federal 
funds whenever State laws required the entire relocation cost to be 
borne by the utility. Thus, the Senate in 1956 was endeavoring to be 
certain that utilities received at least half of their relocation costs 
The present proposal would only permit use of Federal funds when 
the State law required that the costs be reimbursed. 

It has been our purpose to emphasize today the hardship which 
would result to small telephone companies and their subscribers if 
Congress should remove or decrease the amount allowed for reim- 
bursement to them when they are required to relocate their facilities 
to accommodate the Federal highway expansion. I have already 
stated that, as regulated utilities, telephone companies are not per- 
mitted to build up reserves to cushion such large expenditures as 
would be involved here. If independent companies were required to 
absorb the costs, or even a substantial part of them, I shudder to think 
what would happen if they sought to increase the rates to farmers and 
other small- take income people i in small towns and rural areas. 

I have tried not to reiterate the many reasons which have previously 
been presented and which have convinced the Congress that the cost of 
utility relocation, such as the cost of removing and rebuilding tele- 
phone poles and lines, made necessary by the construction of federally 
aided highways, may properly be absorbed as a part of the total cost 
of highway construction. 

We did not have sufficient notice of this hearing to attempt to bring 
before this subcommittee people from our operating companies who 
are directly and vitally concerned with this matter. However, Con- 
gress has considered this problem for years, and we have presented 
testimony at numerous congressional hearings. Finally, in the 1956 
Highway Act, the matter was settled and Congress made provision for 
reimbursement only after exhaustive hearings and careful delibera 
tion on the subject. The considerations underlying the relate: 
ment provisions of the 1956 act are no less sound and. pertinent today. 

For all these reasons, we submit that S. 3150 should not become law. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Ross, do you think that the rural telephone coop- 
eratives would be ser iously affected by passage of S. 3150? 

Mr. Ross. Yes; indeed, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Gore. I would think that most of your lines would be along 
highways other than interstate. 

Mr. Ross. Well, of course, our rural lines are going to be, as I under- 
stand it, in the ver y areas where many of these Interstate System 
highways are going to be constructed, and they may run parallel i in 
some instances or they may go across these highways. Unless we had 
a detailed layout where the highways would be, it would be impos- 
sible for us to state just exactly which companies would be affected, 
and to what extent. We tried to estimate the cost back in 1955 when 
we testified on this legislation. At that time it was estimated that it 
would cost the independent telephone c ompanies $3 million. 

Now, whether there is any information now that would change that 
picture, I couldn’t say. We didn’t have a very long notice of this 
hearing, and had no opportunity to go out into the field to attempt to 
get any additional information to supplement what we had previously 
submitted to the committee. But I have had no information that 
would indicate to me that there has been a change or that our estimate 
should be changed. 

Senator Gore. Senator Scott ? 

Senator Scorr. No questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ross represents the group of 
people for whom I thought perhaps the best case was made when we 
were considering this matter before. I think the case of the small, 
independent telephone companies and of the REA’s, the groups who 
have no real opportunity to finance in many instances and much less 
pay the costs which are created for them by the construction of some 
of these highways, it is obvious in the instances he cites where you have 
telephone companies with fewer than a thousand subscribers that they 
neither have the assets to float big bond issues in addition to what other 
obligations they may presently have, nor do they have sufficient sub- 
ees to distribute a large lump-sum cost suddenly thrust upon 
them within any reasonable rate structure. It is a difficult problem 
for them. 

As I think Mr. Ross understands, we were startled by the way in 
which the States started to operate under this, and we will do it under 
the Interstate System and not on the others. Actually, the bill doesn’t 
limit you to the 50 percent. That is, the States could provide the 
other 50 percent. 

Mr. Ross. It limits us to 50 percent of whatever the State through 
its laws require be paid for the relocation. In other words, I cert ainly 
agree it limits us to 50 percent from the Federal Government of the 
costs for the State, but they may be paid by the State only where State 
law requires they be made. That limitation, Senator Case, we think, 

makes this and would certainly discourage any reimbursement by 
State law, and it is far more 1 restrictive than the original Senate pro- 
vision in H. R. 10660, which passed the Senate, and we doubted that 
you wanted to go that far, even if you felt that there should be some- 
thing there. 

Senator Case. Do you know, Mr. Ross, whether the reimbursement 
costs, if they were to be paid, are greater within a State for the work 
on Interstate System than on ABC roads? 

Mr. Ross. I do not. If you would like I will try to get the informa- 
tion and submit that. 
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Senator Case. If you can get any beyond that I think it might be 
helpful to have it. ft; ‘ecognize it is difficult to get because as of a given 
year there might be more work involving utility relocations because 
of the particular segment of the roads that were to be constructed 
than there would be in another year. Or it might be more expensive 
relocation. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the staff to confer with the 
Bureau of Public Roads and see if they could give us any estimate of 
comparative costs if Federal law simply hada Tequirement for a pay- 
ment of 50 percent of utility relocation costs where that relocation 
was a direct result of the new road construction and when it covered 
both ABC and interstate roads. 

I would like to ask Mr. Ross how he thinks his group, the inde- 
pendent telephone people, would react if they were sure of getting 50 
percent of the cost by payment of the Federal Government irrespective 
of what the States did. 

Mr. Ross. You would like my opinion now on that, Senator? 

Senator Casr. If you want to give it now or later if you want to 
think about it. 

Mr. Ross. Well, I believe I would rather think about it. It is like 
asking whether or not we would rather take half than what you think 
you are entitled to, as I see it. 

Senator Gore. It issometimes a hard choice, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Ross. It certainly is. I don’t know how many people share your 
views on this, Senator. 

Senator Case. The States or a majority of the States that have 
taken action have elected to say you will only get it on the interstate 
route. 

Mr. Ross. We are hopeful that we can persuade the States to give 
us the same treatment on all of these roads with the view they men- 
tioned some 13 or 15 States—— 

Senator Case. But you effectively pointed it out that if you do it 
on the Interstate System perhaps you are doing it in the cases where 
the lesser injustice could be repaired, if it were done, that the greater 
might be done on the ABC roads. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Yokley made that point. He knows more about it, 
perhaps, than Ido. But it is certainly a possibility. 

Senator Casr. Rather than pay 90 percent on the interstate routes, 
it might be that the Federal Government would be better off to pay 

50 percent on the ABC as well as the Interstate and thereby, as far as 
the Federal Government is concerned, avoid the charge of discrimini- 
nation. 

Mr. Ross. I think there is a lot to be said for that and I don’t want 
to go on record and say I would not agree with your statement but I 
don’ t feel that I am in a position to commit the people I represent in 
giving an offhand reaction on that. So I think it is worth considera- 
tion. 

Senator Case. Of course, the Federal Government isn’t using the 
discrimination, it is the States that have brought that issue up by 
making it applicable only in the one c lass. 

Mr. Ross. I: appreciate that, Senator. 

Senator Case. And if their legislation were to be attacked on the 
grounds of constitutionality it would seem to me that there would be 
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the point on which it should rest. That is if you select a certain class 

of roads and say here is an injury which the State will recognize if 

it occurs on an Interstate System but it is not an injury w hich we ree- 
ognize if it happens on an ABC road. 

That is all. 

Mr. Ross. If I may, and if 1 can get an official opinion from my 
association on that, I will also submit it. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Cliff, we are happy to welcome you before this 
committee in Washington. You appeared in New Mexico and then 
accompanied the subcommittee to Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Montana. Now here we hope you are prepared to report the solution 
to all the many problems which we found perplexing and troubling in 
the Northwest and in New Mexico. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD P. CLIFF, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Curr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate a chance to 
appear before your committee here in Washington and to discuss with 
you the several highway bills which you are considering as they pertain 
to the responsibilities of the Dep: irtment of Agriculture. 

The Department, of course, is primarily concerned with the forest 
highway and forest development and the roads and trails provisions 
of these several bills. The Department has not yet cleared its posi- 
tion on S. 3088 and S. 3220 with the Budget Bureau. We are working 
on and will try to have our reports to you shortly. 

I didn’t know until yesterday afternoon that I would have the 
privilege of appearing a the subcommittee, so I have no prepared 
statement. However, I did testify before the House Public Works 
Committee on a comp: union bill, H. R. 9821, which is a companion bill 
to S. 3088 with some minor differences. I reported on that on Feb- 
ruary 4 before the House committee and I have a copy of my testimony 
available, which I would be glad to submit to you for your files or for 
the record as you please. 

Also, as you have stated, I appeared before your subcommittee at 
Albuquerque, N. Mex., on December 9, and presented testimony 
describing in detail the national forest transportation system and the 
needs for forest roads and trails. That statement, of course, is availa- 
ble for the committee’s consideration of the bills which you are now 
considering. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that for the 
purposes of reference we ought to have a statement on the general 
forest roads situation in these hearings for the convenience of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate when our hearings are made available to them. I 
wonder if Mr. Cliff couldn’t make the appropriate revisions of refer- 
ences to bill numbers in the headings and place his statement which 
he used before the House in the record for us here. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any objection to that ? 

Mr. Curr. I will be glad to do so. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

Without objection, that is so ordered. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Epwarp P. Cuiirr, ASSISTANT CHIEF, Forest SERVICE, UNITED 
STaTeEs DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ON NATIONAL Forest TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM 


Mr. Chairman and committee members, I appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before your committee in connection with S. 3088 and other bills. Among other 
things, the bills would provide authorizations for forest highways and forest- 
development roads and trails. The authorizations for forest-development roads 
and trails directly affects the Department of Agriculture. The Department 
has not yet taken a position on the provisions that affect it. Therefore, my state- 
ment will be limited to a discussion of the status of the national-forest trans- 
portation system. 

THE NATIONAL FOREST 


The national-forest system is comprised of about 181 million acres of Federal 
land located in 40 States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico. These lands are divided 
into 148 national forests in 10 regions. The gross land area within the exterior 
boundaries of these forests is about 224 million acres; this is equal to more than 
one-tenth of the area of the continental United States. 

The national forests contain 37 percent of the commercial timber of sawlog 
size and 20 percent of the commercial forest lands of the United States. They 
comprise the most important watershed lands in the West, and the 20 million 
acres in the States lying east of the Great Plains occupy and protect the head- 
waters of numerous important streams. These lands provide food, shelter, and 
cover for one-third of the Nation’s big-game animals, and have 81,000 miles. of 
fishing streams and 244 million acres of ponds and lakes. They supply forage 
for 1.1 million cattle and 2.7 million sheep owned by nearly 20,000 ranchers. 

The demand for the national-forest resources of water, wood, forage, wild- 
life, and recreation has expanded rapidly in recent years. For example, there 
were 52'\4million recreation visits in 1956—an increase of 188 percent in 10 years. 
Timber cut increased 157 percent to 7 billion board-feet between 1947 and 1956, 
and receipts from all national-forest uses increased from $18,372,799 in 1947 
to $111,759,132 in 1956—a gain of 508 percent. 

We can expect the use of the national forests to continue to increase greatly. 
By the year 2000, the national forests should annually produce 24 billion board- 
feet of timber if they are to carry their full share of the job of producing wood 
to meet the Nation’s predicted requirements by that time. Recreation visits are 
expected to increase to 66 million by 1962 and 100 million by 1975. Water sup- 
plies are already becoming a limiting factor in growth of parts of the West and 
demand for water and water developments will have heavy impacts on the 
national forests. 

The present national-forest transportation system is inadequate to meet pres- 
ent needs, and must be expanded to keep pace with the sharply upward trend 
in use. An adequate system of access roads and trails is essential for proper 
protection of the increasingly valuable national forests and to their proper 
multiple-use management. 


THE NATIONAL FOREST TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 


The road and trail system which serves the national forests is a complex of 
highway and access roads and trails under various ownerships and jurisdictions. 
For administrative purposes, these facilities are grouped into a forest-highway 
system and a forest-development road and trail system. There are 24,260 miles 
of forest highways, 129,211 miles of forest-development roads, and 114,090 miles 
of trails. When fully installed, we estimate there will be about 70,000 miles of 
highways and 480,000 miles of access roads, and that the trail network will be 
reduced to about 80,000 miles. 

This will require the eventual installation of about 350,800 miles of new forest- 
development roads. Currently, the Government and purchasers of national- 
forest timber are constructing about 2,800 miles of new roads each year. Of the 
existing development system, 52,434 miles of the roads and 11,300 miles of the 
trails which will be retained in the ultimate system are in need of further im- 
provement. This year, the Government and purchasers of national-forest timber 
will reconstruct about 1,100 miles of road. 








550 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


FOREST HIGHWAYS 


Forest highways are sections of State, county, and other important public 
roads in and adjacent to the national forests; they provide the network of 
thoroughfares necessary for the movement of traffic in and through the forests. 
These highways provide primary access to and outlet from the forest-development 
road and trail system. They are important in hauling forest products and are 
heavily used by the general public. 

As of June 30, 1956, the forest highway system included 24,260 miles of public 
roads, classified as follows: 


Miles 

Federal-aid primary highways___-----------__~~~-- Rent eS I ae 9, 054 
I a re ele mice oneness 9, 625 
II 00” a kn nin mennennam 5, 581 
I a ed aemeesdiahin cig mata oe 


The Commissioner of Public Roads for fiscal year 1956 reported 15,819 miles of 
forest highways in need of further improvement. Although not presently in 
the forest highway system, there are about 20,000 miles of State, county, and 
local public roads in the national forests which meet the requirements for desig- 
nation as forest highways and which are in need of improvement for public travel. 

The forest highway program is administered by the Bureau of Public Roads 
under rules and regulations approved by the Secretaries of Commerce and 
Agriculture. 

FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND TRAILS 


The Federal Highway Act defines forest-development roads and trails as being 
of primary importance for the protection, administration, and development of 
the national forests and the use and development of resources upon which com- 
munities within or adjacent to the national forests are dependent. All forest 
roads wholly or partly within or adjacent to and serving the national forests 
and which are not included in the forest highway system are placed in the 
forest-development system. 

Trails supplement the road network and extend access into areas where roads 
are impracticable, uneconomic, or prohibited by administrative policy. Trails 
are of great importance for fire protection, administration of livestock grazing, 
and public enjoyment of recreation and wildlife resources. 

Federal funds are made available under the authorization for forest-develop- 
ment roads and trails in the Federal-aid highway acts and the authority to use 
10 percent of the receipts from the national forests for roads and trails is pro- 
vided in the act of March 4, 1918. Both funds are appropriated to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and administered by the Forest Service. They are pro- 
gramed for work on the forest-development system according to the relative 
needs of the various national forests. The appropriation in fiscal year 1958 was 
$24,336,000, and the 10-percent fund amounted to $10.8 million. 

The program of work on roads and trails of the development system is based 
on a transportation plan which is periodically revised as needs and conditions 
change. This program of work involves the maintenance of existing facilities, 
the construction of new and reconstruction of existing inadequate access roads, 
trails, and bridges for all national-forest purposes. Since 1941, the demand for 
national-forest timber has made it necessary to concentrate most of the avail- 
able funds for construction on timber-access roads. Expenditures on access 
roads and trails needed for fire control, recreation, grazing, and wildlife utiliza- 
tion have been held to projects in the most critical category. This has un- 
balanced plans for orderly and progressive development of the national forests 
on a correlated, multiple-use basis. 

Work has been programed on forest-development roads and trails for fiscal 
year 1958, as follows: 

BY THE GOVERNMENT 


Upkeep of the system: Millions 
nm REIGNING, CTI i sda ccreiabie ccc heme emioaman. $8. 0 
riage remacement._....... .__.....--.+. Die « eteambietnen ts abatabbaa bet sita ties 3.4 
Restoration______ a a Lag aD 2.3 


I ees ie 13.7 
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Development of the system: 
Surveys and plans for all roads and trails and construction engi- Millions 


neering: GN: PUTORRNCY TOGUGs sls bk pete eee $4. 7 
Construction and reconstruction of all-purpose roads and trails____ 3. 6 
Construction and reconstruction of timber-access roads ; Government 

projects and supplementary construction on purchaser projects___ 13. 2 

Total She eomeletetiow... ooo. Sek Sas Sess 21.5 
ORE: POV ORO iad Sk kc entatkencebientie a 35. 2 


BY PURCHASERS OF NATIONAL-FOREST TIMBER 
Construction and reconstruction of timber-access roads__.___-_________ 36. 2 


Total Qro@raml.......cssesoncscecuaraweasawauceesucwacwaweet ti. 71.4 


As the table indicates, a small proportion of the funds are programed for 
all-purpose roads. These roads have primary value for fire protection and for 
managing national-forest resources other than timber. Some 72,000 miles, or 
56 percent, of the existing system are classed as all-purpose roads. More positive 
action on roads in the all-purpose category and on deficient trails should not 
be postponed much longer. 

TIMBER ACCESS ROADS 


The objective of the Forest Service is to cut the full allowable rate for each 
of the 422 working circles. An important factor in meeting this objective is 
adequate access roads. A greater mileage, and a higher average cost per mile, 
is required for adequate transportation to provide intensive timber management 
than for all other multiple uses of the national forests. 

Allowable cutting rates are determined from estimates of the present timber 
inventory and growing ‘capacity of the commercial land wthin each working 
circle. For most western working circles advances in logging techniques and in 
utilization practices have greatly expanded the area of commercially operable 
land and have increased the volume per acre which is feasible to harvest. The 
total allowable cut, including the national forests of Alaska, as of April 15, 1957, 
was 9.89 billion board-feet per year. The actual cut of 6.91 billion board-feet 
in fiscal year 1956 was 70 percent of this total. 

Twenty-three of the 422 working circles have small allowable cuts of only 
2 million board-feet or less and are mostly in areas where there is little com- 
mercial timber cutting. For the other 399 working circles the timber harvest 
in fiscal year 1956 compared to allowable rate of cut is summarized in the fol- 
lowing table: 

Attainment of allowable cut by working circles 


Number of Percent of 
Ratio of 1956 eut to allowable cut working total 
circles 
90 percent or more 142 36 
70 percent to 90 percent... ‘ 64 16 
Less than 70 percent 193 48 
Total..... idle ; : 399 | 100 


Funds appropriated for timber sales are being fully utilized in marketing 
and supervising the harvest of national-forest timber. Shortages of trained 
personnel have developed in some areas particularly on the Pacific coast. An 
undesirably high rate of turnover in timber sale personnel has been due in part 
to inadequate housing for the families of men who must be stationed at places 
where rental housing is not available. We have started to correct this situation 
through an accelerated housing construction program. Without additional timber 
sale personnel and other associated facilitating measures, timber access road con- 
struction will not close the gap between allowable and attained annual cut. In 
the analysis which follows it is presumed that these other provisions will be 
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expanded to keep step with progress on access road construction. The following 
table summarizes this analysis: 


Summary of status of development of national forest working circles 








Number of Percent of 
working total 

| circles | 
‘ 

1. Ratio of cut to allowable 90 percent or higher _ - = 142 | 35.6 
2. Ratio of cut to allowable less than 90 percent because: | 

(a) Lack of roads — . 4 ak ain tea | 50 12.5 

(b) Right-of-way difficulties... - a 9 =. 

(c) Lack of markets_------- pe oa ite 138 | 34.6 

(d) Miscellaneous...............-.- eared eae Lee 60 15.0 

aia ra denice dmientbas apis ss intents evince teins : | 399 | 100. 0 


On the 142 working circles in which cutting was within 10 percent of al- 
lowable rates most additional road construction is required primarily to main- 
tain cutting accomplishments rather than to increase cutting rates. 

Lack of timber access roads is the major factor preventing attainment of al- 
lowable cut in 50 of the 399 major working circles. In these working circles, 
there is a market demand for the full allowable cut and additional road con- 
struction is essential before it will be possible to offer the full allowable cut. 

Rights-of-way problems are impeding construction of timber access roads and 
attainment of allowable cut to a major degree in nine working circles. There 
are lesser rights-of-way problems in many of the 50 working circles mentioned 
above, but in these 9 working circles cutting progress is blocked until specific 
major rights-of-way difficulties are resolved. 

On 138 working circles the cut is below 70 percent of allowable primarily 
because of unsatisfactory market conditions. Although markets are the pri- 
mary problem, these working circles need additional roads which will assist to 
bring about desirable marketing conditions. These working circles are located 
mostly in the Rocky Mountain States, Alaska, where there is a lack of mill 
capacity to handle the timber, and in States east of the Great Plains, where we 
have more low-grade hardwood timber than the market will absorb. 

On 60 working circles cutting at less than allowable rates is due to a series of 
miscellaneous reasons such as (1) unresolved conflicts between timber har- 
vesting and other uses of the forests; (2) personnel shortages; (3) where 
sufficient time has not elapsed Since solution of rights-of-way problems and 
upward revision of allowable cuts to attain cutting goals; and (4) failure of 
timber purchasers to cut as expected. 

Recent progress on timber-access roads 

in the 5 fiscal years ending on June 30, 1957, the national forest timber cut 
increased from 4.4 to 7.0 billion board-feet. During this same period allow- 
able cutting capacity estimates were increased from 6.6 billion board-feet to 
9.0 billion board-feet exclusive of Alaska. Public road construction during the 
5-year period amounted to 3,229 miles at a cost of $62,432,526. Purchaser built 
road construction was 9,476 miles at an estimated value of $94,309,587. Govern- 
ment funds spent for engineering and supplementing purchaser construction 
amounted to $12,773,863. 

The Forest Service favors construction of spur or temporary roads by pur- 
chasers and construction of main or tap roads with public funds. The inter- 
mediate system roads generally referred to as branch roads can be built by 
either timber purchasers or with public funds depending on the circumstances 
in individual working circles and the availability of public funds. There are, 
however, exceptions to this general guideline. Because of the large total road 
costs required to build up the national-forest timber cut to the present allow- 
able rate of close to 10 billion board-feet, the Forest Service expects that it 
will be necessary to continue to make major use of purchaser road construc- 
tion for some time. 

The purchaser pays less for the timber when he builds the roads and ap- 
propriate allowances are made in the timber appraised for sale. Hence the 
cost of required timber harvesting roads on the national forests is borne either 
directly or indirectly by the United States regardless of whether the roads are 
built from appropriated funds or by timber purchasers 
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Restudy of timber access road needs 

We are now taking a new look at timber access road needs. The analysis is 
considering: (1) the total road system needed on a permanent basis; (2) the 
expanded area of commercially operable forest land; (3) the need to have an 
installed road system to permit thinning and salvage of endemic losses as they 
occur; and (4) the added volume which must be moved annually over the tap 
roads because of increased cutting. The objective of the study is to determine 
the mileage and cost of construction for the transportation needed to permit 
intensive management of national-forest timber. 

There are 57,000 miles of existing forest development roads which are classed 
as timber-access roads. About 50 percent of this mileage needs to be improved. 
The tentative estimate of the ultimate mileage of timber-access roads is 400,- 
000 miles—120,000 miles of main line and 280,000 miles of branch roads. Last 
year a total of 3,481 miles of timber-access roads were constructed or recon- 
structed—2,626 miles by purchasers and 855 through public financing. 

Senator Casr. I do have three questions I would like to ask, if you 
are ready for questions. However, I will defer to you first, or to 
Senator Scott. 

Senator Gore. I have no questions. Go ahead. 

Senator Case. Mr. Cliff, I think you were present this morning 
when we were discussing the authorization on contract authority and 
other things. I was misled on some of my questions this morning 
because I didn’t know the memorandum handed me by the staff referred 
to the forest roads and trails rather than forest highways. But having 
said that, you will be aware of the fact that I won’t misuse those 
figures that were used this morning. 

[I should like to ask you these three questions : 

First,;what amounts do you think are needed for forest highways 
per year in the biennium ahead, and also what amounts are needed 
for forest roads and trails in the biennium ahead ? 

Mr. Curr. I understand that Secretary Rothschild testified yester- 
day on the forest highways and presented the administration’s position 
which was that the authorization remain unchanged on forest 
highways. 

Senator Case. Well, if the forest highway authorization remains 
unchanged, how long will it take to complete the construction of those 
forest highways? 

Mr. Curr. It is my understanding, Senator Case, that the defi- 
ciencies in the forest-highway system amount to something like $2 
billion. 

Senator Casr. Two billion dollars ? 

Mr. Curr. I believe that is an approximation of the estimate of 
the Bureau of Public Roads on what it would take to complete the 

existing system. 

Senator Case. And the present authorization is for $30 million ? 

Mr. Curr. The present authorization is $30 million. 

Senator Casz. Would that result in our having these uncompleted 
segments of forest highways, then, for 70 years? 

Mr. Currr. I think it would be approximately that, if my arith- 
metic is correct, at the present rate of accomplishment. 

Senator Casge. Do you divide the forest highways into primary and 
secondary roads? 

Mr. Curr. There are three classes of forest highways, Senator Case. 
There is class 1, which are the primary—they are the roads that are 
on both the forest-highway system and the primary State system, 
Federal-aid system. There is class 2, which are on the secondary sys- 
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tem. Then there are class 3 highways which are not on Federal-aid 
system but are public roads principally county roads and minor public 
roads which are not on any Federal-aid system. 

Senator Casp. Does your $30 million go all on the primary State 
systems or may it also go on some secondary State systems ¢ 

Mr. Cutrr. It goes on all three classes of forest highways now. 

Senator Case. What percentage of it goes on State primary sys- 
tems / 

Mr. Curr. I don’t have that figure in mind, Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Could you give us the percentage that goes on the 
State primary and secondary systems ? 

Mr. Curr. That varies, of course, by years and I don’t have the 
figure in rea I would be glad to supply it for the record. 

“Senator Case. W ell, somewhere I have heard that it is approxi- 
mately seventy-odd percent that goes on what you would classify 
either as primary or secondary systems. 

Mr. Curr. I think that is approximately correct. 

Senator Case. So that would mean about $21 million going on the 
primary or secondary systems ? 

Mr. Curr. On the basis of 70 percent of the $30 million, that would 
be correct. 

Senator Casr. Do you think that a larger amount could be appro- 
priately applied on the primary and second: ary system where <a 
roads are segments in a part of a State primary or secondary system ¢ 

Mr. Curr. I don’t think there is any question, Senator, that the 
larger amount of money could be used to very good advantage on 
these forest highways, both primary, secondary, and on the class III 
highways if it were available and within the budgetary structure 
within which we have to work. 

There is a great need, the need is there, it is just a question of how 
fast it can be financed. 

Senator Casz. Now, to what class of roads does your roads and 
trails money go? 

Mr. Curr. Well, the road and forest development, road and trails 
built primarily for the protection and development of the national 
forest. 

Senator Casr. Does any of it go on the class I or class II roads? 

Mr. Curr. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Does any of it go on the class IIT roads ? 

Mr. Curr. Only occasionally when the forest highway funds or 
other funds are inadequate to perform the construction that is needed 
for timber hauling or some other urgent matter do we spend. We do 
spend occasions lly some forest road and trail money on a Class ITI 
road. But the needs on the forest development sy stem are so great 
that we don’t like to do that unless it is absolutely necessary. 

Senator Case. Well, if those needs are so great why do you not re- 
quest the full authorization as provided in the 1956 act ? 

Mr. Curr. Senator, I am sure you are aware of the manner in which 
the Federal budget i is developed ‘and the framework within which an 
agency has to prepare its budget. We in the department are given an 
overall budget ceiling within which to make estimates. The Forest 
Service as an agency in the Department is given a budget ceiling 
covering all phases of our work. It then becomes necessary for us 
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to determine where, within that budget ceiling, we ask for our funds 
to be appropriated. 

Now, there are needs for many kinds of work on the national forests 
in addition to the road needs. 

Senator Casg. I recognize that. But do you or does the Bureau 
of Public Roads make the request with respect to the forest highway 
authorizations ? 

Mr. Curr. The Bureau of Public Roads makes the requests for the 
forest highway authorizations. The Forest Service initiates the re- 
quests for the forest development road and trail appropriation. 

Senator Casz. Then what you have just said with regard to the 
budget ceiling pinches, perhaps, on the forest roads and trails but 
does not affect the forest highway fund request ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Well, it is my understanding, Senator, that the Bureau 
of Public Roads has been using the advance contract authority on the 
forest highway authorization. 

Senator Casr. And it has had that for some time. But in the 
1954 act we established contract authority for the forest roads and 
trails as well. 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Now, have you not been using that ? 

Mr. Cuirr. No, sir; we have not. 

Senator Casr. Why not ? 

Mr. Cuurr. Well, since the 1954 aet passed there was no need to use 
it because up until fiscal year 1958 the full authorization was appro- 
priated each year and we saw no need to use it as long as the full author- 
ization was being appropriated ; 1958 is the first year since the passage 
of the 1954 act that the full authorization was not requested or appro- 
priated. 

Senator Casr. In other words, this budget ceiling within the De- 
partment did not pinch you enough to force you to go under the author- 
ization for the first 2 years ¢ 

Mr. Curr. I think there were 3 years. 

Senator Casr. That is right, we did make it 1955, 1956, and 1957, 
I believe. 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Casz. Sort of retroactive on 1 year. 

Now, for 1958 and 1959 it has prevented you from asking the full 
amount. The ceiling within the Department has prevented you from 
asking the full amount or using the contract authorization for 1958 
and 1959 ¢ 

Mr. Cuirr. It has been our judgment, working under the ceilings 
that we have had to work under, that the amount that we requested 
gave us a better balanced program considering all of our activities 
than had we asked for the full authorization and slighted some other 
form of work. 

I would like to illustrate just a bit what I am talking about. 

One of the urgent needs in the national forest is to increase the 
timber cut. Now, to do that we need more roads; we need housing; 
we need more manpower. Well, our road program has been progress- 
ing somewhat faster than our housing program, and if you don’t have 
manpower and housing to hold your manpower to balance off your road 
program you can’t get full benefit of the road construction work. 
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So in fiscal year 1958 we recommended that more of the budget ceil- 
ing be applied to housing and to the employment of more personnel 
rather than to ask for the full authorization under the road appropria- 
tion. 

Senator Casr. Does the Forest Service have a development program 
comporable to what the Park Service has in what it designates as 
mission 66 ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, sir; we do. We have a recreation development pro- 
gram which we call Operation Outdoors which is somewhat more 
modest than mission 66. It encompasses only the recreational im- 
provements and not the total road facilities and other facilities needed 
for our whole development program. 

Senator Case. I understand that you did have a program of that 

nature and I was wondering why, if the Park Service within the mis- 
sion 66 program makes full utilization of the contractual author ity for 
the established authorizations on its roads and trails why the Forest 
Service would not likewise seek full utilization of the contract author- 
ity 

Perhaps you have already answered that——— 

Mr. Curr. I think I have. 

Senator Casr. By this illustration about balance of your work. 

Mr. Curr. I have tried to answer that, Senator, I believe that it 
might clarify this question for you if I should tell you that the Budget 
Bureau has recommended that the contractual authority not be used 
for forest roads and trails, Indian roads and trails, park roads, trails 
and parkways. 

I am referring to the Budget Bureau’s letter to the chairman of the 
House Public Works Committee stating the administration’s position 
on H. R. 9821 which I referred to before as the companion bill to Sen- 
ate bill 3088. In that letter—I will quote the pertinent parts of it. The 
Director of the Budget Bureau, writing to the chairman of the House 
Public Works Committee, says 

Senator Casze. Mr. Chairman, I might state that a similar letter, I 
assume, under date of March 6, 1956, was written by Mr. Percival 
Brundage, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to the Honorable 
Dennis Chavez, chairman of the Public Works Committee of the Sen- 
ate. If there is no objection I would like to have that appear in the 
record at this time. 

Senator Gore. It isso ordered. 

( The letter referred to is as follows :) 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. CO. March 6, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 24, 1958, 
requesting views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 3088, a bill to 
amend and supplement the Federal-aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, to 
authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways. 

The bill would authorize the appropriation of funds for fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 for the Federal-aid primary and secondary highway systems, for forest 
and public-land highways, for forest roads and trails, and for parkways and 
roads and trails in national parks and on Indian reservations and lands. It 
would also provide authority to enter into contracts in advance of appropriations. 
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The Department of Commerce is recommending to your committee that the 
bill be amended to provide for an authorization of $900 million for fiscal year 
1961, the same amount as in 1960, for the Federal-aid primary and secondary 
highway systems. Under the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, the first charges 
from the revenues of the trust fund are available for Federal-aid primary and 
secondary and urban programs. Therefore, any increase in authorizations for 
these two systems would reduce the amount available for the interstate program. 
Therefore, in order to maintain a balanced program within the limit of funds 
available to the trust fund, this program level should be maintained at $900 
million during these 2 years. The Department is also recommending an amend- 
ment to provide that funds authorized for forest and public lands highways be 
available only for such highways on the Federal-aid systems, since it is proposed 
to finance these highways from the highway trust fund. The Bureau of the 
Budget concurs in these recommendations of the Department of Commerce. 

The proposed appropriation authorizations for parkways and roads and 
trails in national parks, on Indian reservations, and on national forest lands 
are not necessary because authorizations for appropriations are contained in 
existing law. Since construction of parkways, park and Indian roads and trails, 
and forest roads and trails is only a part of the larger programs for the develop- 
ment of parks, Indian reservations, and national forests, appropriations for such 
construction should be considered along with the appropriations for these 
broader programs. The practice of granting contract authority for the road 
programs in advance of the consideration of related programs financed through 
usual appropriation process has, in fact, created an imbalance in the programs 
of the Department of the Interior. In an effort to restore a proper balance, the 
budget for 1959 proposed a rescission of a portion of the contract authority 
available for Indian roads and trails, and park roads, trails, and parkways, 
although the House Appropriations Committee did not accept this proposal. 

In order to avoid this situation in the future, the Bureau of the Budget rec- 
ommends that the provisions of S. 3088, dealing with forest roads and trails, 
Indian roads and trails, park roads and trails, and parkways, be deleted and 
that these programs be financed through the usual appropriation process. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) PrErRcrvaAL F. BRUNDAGE, 
Director. 

Mr. Curr. I was not aware that that letter had been written to the 
chairman of the full committee in the Senate, but that definitely 
states the administration’s policy on this question that you are asking 
me. It also recommends, as you see, that these classes of road, includ- 
ing forest roads and trails, be taken out from under the F ‘ederal High- 
way Act and that the money be appropriated under the general au- 
thority that is available for appropriation of money to ‘the Forest 
Service. 

Senator Case. I am aware of that. Of course, this is a question of 
policy which the Congress will have to determine I note that in Mr. 
Brundage’s letter to Senator Chavez he say 


The practice of granting contract authority for the road programs in advance 
of the consideration of related programs financed through usual appropriation 
process has, in fact, created an imbalance in the programs of the Department of 
the Interior. In an effort to restore a proper balance, the budget for 1959 pro- 
posed a remission of a portion of the contract authority available for Indian 
roads and trails, and park roads, trails, and parkways, although the House Ap- 
propriations Committee did not accept this proposal. 

Now, in comment on that I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I think 
that the Senate Appropriations Committee is not likely to accept 
the proposal. And since the House has already acted and not ac- 
cepted it, since it is quite unlikely that the Senate will accept it, and 
since the placing of that contractual authority in the 1954 act and 
repeated in the 1956 act was a result of testimony which we took at the 
time and on a situation which we considered at some length I don’t 
anticipate that that is going to be changed. I anticipate that the con- 
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tractual authority will remain in the Highway Act that we pass this 
year. 

I am venturing my personal opinion. In the testimony we have 
had on that with respect to the Department of the Interior I had 
gained the impression that it was helpful toa constructive program for 
these agencies which are custodians of Uncle Sam’s own roads to have 
contractual authority so they could plan their road programs over a 
period of years with some regularity and some system to it. 

Now, do you regard contractual authority as useful in the Forest 
Service or not # 

Mr. Cuirr. Well, we have not had experience with it to enable me to 
form an opinion, but if we could get and depend on getting the full 
authorization or near the full authorization appropri ated each year, I 
think the need for contractual authority and the benefits of it do 
diminish. 

Senator Case. That is if you were sure of getting appropriation. 
But the reason why we established ‘the contractual authority was be- 
cause there was such a lag and such an irregular ity in the appropria- 
tions in following the authorizations in years prior to 1955? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, I understand that.“ And since the contractual 
authority was included in the 1954 act there has been more regularity 
in the appropriations for forest deve ‘lopment of roads and trails. 

I might suggest that the contractual authority provision might have 
been helpful in getting that more regular—— 

Senator Casr. At least it had a moral influence. At least the record 
indicates that you—let me put it stronger—the record demonstrates 
that you have had more funds available for building forest roads and 
trails since the Highway Act included contractual authorization. Is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, sir 

Senator Case. Asa matter of fact. 

Mr. Curr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Have your roads and trails requirements been met 
so that you don’t need a continuing level of appropriations in the 
vicinity of $24 million a year? 

Mr. Curr. No, sir, we have a tremendous backlog of work that needs 
to be done on the forest development of roads and trails system in 
order to fully develop and intensively manage the national forests. 

Senator Casr. Would your timber sales be impaired if you were not 
able to maintain a fairly consistent level of roads and trail building? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, they ‘would be impaired. 

Senator Casr. Do the roads and trails contribute to the recreational 
use of the forest ? 

Mr. Curr. Very materially, sir. 

Senator Caspr. That is the public use ? 

Mr. Currr. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Do you have any maintenance fund for maintaining 
those roads and trails aside from this $24 million authorization ? 

Mr. Curr. We have two sources of funds for Government expendi- 
ture on roads and trails. One is the money appropriated under the 
authorization, the Federal Highway Act, which this year is $24.- 
236,000. The other source of funds is the so-called 10 percent fund. 
That is the money—there is a law that authorizes us to use 10 percent 


~ 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 559 


of the receipts from the national forests for roads and trails. That 
amounts this year to $10.8 million. 

Senator Case. Is that a fairly constant level 

Mr. Cuirrr. It has been increasing as we have increased our timber 
sales and our receipts. 

Senator Caspr. Does the opening of the forest by building roads and 
trails increase your timber sales ? 

Mr. Cuiirr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. What is the current authorization. is it $24 or $27 
million ¢ 

Mr. Curr. It is $27 million. 

Senator Casr. There is one other field I wanted to make a few 
queries on, Mr. Chairman; that is with respect to this basis of appor- 
tionment for forest highways. 

Now, vou have alre: ady testified that the Bureau of Public Roads is 
the one which administers the forest highw: ay fund, but do they rely 
upon you for figures or estimates for determining the apportionment 
of that forest highway fund as regards the several States! 

Mr. Curr. Yes, sir. The law provides that the apportionments 
are made by the Bureau of Public Roads on the basis of area and value 
of the national forests in several States and that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is responsible for furnishing to the Secretary of Commerce 
as the basis of apportionment the best information he has on area and 
value. So, we are responsible for furnishing the basic information. 

Senator Casz. And you made a reappraisal of evaluations within 
the past year ? 

Mr. Currr. Within the past 2 years, Senator Case, we made one. 

Senator Case. And that reappraisal was the basis on which the 
appor y ionments are proposed for 1959 ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cask. What was the reason for the difference in the valua- 
tion placed upon the forestry sources in this reappraisal? What 

caused the shift? Why did some forests have a higher relative value 
than they did before ? 

Mr. Currr. Well, of course, it is mainly due to the general increase 
of value of land and timber in the various parts of the country and, 
of course, the increase was not uniform over the various parts of the 
country because some timber species are more valuable, have a more 
ready market than others. 

The question of accessibility has some effect, direct effect 

Senator Casr. And the accessibility was the result of building roads? 

Mr. Curr. Or the lack of roads. 

Senator Cass. But the increase of accessibility increased the value of 
the forests ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Under that principle and formula isn’t it true that 
those that had, got more ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Where the timber is more accessible and the act of build- 
ing roads adds value to the timber and in the appraisal of these lands 
we have attempted to appraise them on the basis of a fair market real- 
estate value. 

Senator Case. Under that principle and formula isn’t it true that 
But I am wondering whether our formula doesn’t defeat the purpose. 
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The very fact of having built some roads having increased the acces- 
sibility of certain timber areas and thereby having increased the value 

tends to win for that particular area a greater allocation of highway 
road money. 

Mr. Curr. It would have that tendency ; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And the more inaccessible the timber area, the less 
road money would be attracted to it and consequently a further degree 
of difference of value would exist for the neglected area, as far as 
roadbuilding is concerned. 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, and that is one of the factors which 
influenced us to put more weight on area than on values in the new 
formula. 

Senator Casr. Have you given any consideration to the possibility 
of introducing the factor of need as an item in the apportionment of 
the forest-highway funds? 

Mr. Curr. Yes, sir. We gave considerable thought to that and 
some other types of formulas. Of course, under the existing law the 
only two factors that can be considered are area and value. In 
struggling with this problem we did consider other possible combina- 
tions of factors. 

Senator Case. In the letter by the Comptroller General to Senator 
Morse which was referred to in the hearings this morning, the Comp- 
troller General discussed the possible value of need as a factor to 
consider. And Iam sure you are familiar with the fact that in deter- 
mining the basis for apportionment of the Interstate Highway fund 
the question of need as reflected in the estimated costs for completing 
the Interstate System was regarded as the principal factor to be 
considered. 

Mr. Curr. Yes; and I think it is a sound approach if you can get 
a sound basis for measuring need. 

Senator Casr. Well, need in the Interstate System has been inter- 

reted in terms of the cost of completing the designated routes. 
Now, that need—there may not be the need in the sense of forest 
development. 

Mr. Curr. I think there is a difference. Now, if you took the cost 
of completing the roads on the present highway system and appor- 

tioned the money according to needs as estimated by the Bureau of 
Public Roads, it would result in apportioning about 50 percent of the 
money to the national forests in the eastern part of the United States, 
where there is only about 12 percent of the national-forest land, and 
the Western United States and Alaska, where there is about 88 percent 
of the national-forest land, would get only about 50 percent. 

Senator Case. In other words, you think that need as applied that 
way would not reflect the need of the forests for highway develop- 
ment ? 

Mr. Curr. No, sir; I don’t believe that it would. I don’t believe 
that it would necessarily reflect the need of the communities, either. 
The reason I say that is because in the East the States have been rather 
liberal in placing roads on the forest-highway system. In the West 
the tendency has been toward conservatism. 

Senator Casr. Have you made any study or could you make a table 
which would give the committee for reference purposes an indication 
of what would happen if you used a formula where 70 percent were on 
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the basis of area and 20 percent on the basis of value as reflected in 
this latest appraisal and 10 percent on the basis of the cost of com- 
pleting the class I and II roads? 

Mr. Curr. Yes; we could do that, sir. We made a comparison of 
that kind, but didn’t leave out the class III roads. We included the 
class III roads in the comparison we made; but we could make the 
comparison that you suggest and see how it came out. 

Senator Casr. I just suggested class I and II because I thought 
from your earlier testimony that those would be the roads that are 
on either primary or secondary State systems. 

Mr. Curr. Yes; that is correct. However, I don’t want to leave 
the impression that we are not interested in the class III roads. As 
a matter of fact, from the standpoint of national forests and getting 
national-forest products to market, these class III roads are some- 
times just as important, if not more important, than the class I and II 
roads. 

Senator Case. I wouldn’t dispute that. If you have made a study 
where you have included class III as well as class I and II, but could 
give us something weighted about 70 percent area, 20 percent value, 
and 10 percent cost of completing the class I, II, and III roads, that 
would be acceptable. 

Mr. Curr. I would be glad to supply that for the record. 

Senator Casg. I think that would be an interesting table for us to 
see. 

Mr. Curr. It could be made readily available. 

Senator Casr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Scorr (presiding). Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Nrupercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am always 
pleased to ask a few questions of Mr. Cliff, who is a valued former, 
and I hope still, resident of my home State of Oregon. 

Mr. Cliff, I want to ask you a few questions if I can about access 
roads. 

In your statement some weeks ago to the Appropriations Committee 
I think you pointed out that there are a considerable number of work- 
ing circles for timber cutting where attainment of the full allowable 
cut is blocked by the fact that there are not such access roads; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, Senator Neuberger. 

There are about 50 major working circles out of some 400 where 
there is a demand for the timber but where we are unable to sell all the 
timber that could be cut under the principles because of lack of access 
roads. 

Senator Neusercer. Now the Forest Service, as I understand it, 
recommends that the authorization be continued at $27 million for 
roads and trails and that the authorization be continued at $30 million 
for forest highways. Is that correct? 

Mr. Curr. We have not so testified on any of these bills as to these 
total size of the authorizations, Senator Neuberger, but yesterday the 
Under Secretary of Commerce stated the administration’s position 
that the forest highway authorizations should remain at $30 million. 
I don’t think he commented on the forest development of roads and 
trails. 
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Before you came in I made the statement that we hadn’t cleared 
our position on this S. 3088 with the Budget Bureau as yet, but since 
you came in I did point out that the Budget Bureau recommended 
that the authorization be dropped entirely from this bill and that we 
appropriate the money for forest development of roads and trails 
under the general authorities. 

Senator Neusercer. Now, as far as the access road program is con- 
cerned that is included in the road and trial portion, is that not cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Senator Neusercer. How much money is needed to complete the 
access road program which the Forest Service regards as necessary ? 
Has that ever been computed or ascertained ? 

Mr. Curr. We are just now making a complete revision of our esti- 
mates for forest roads and trails for ultimate full development of the 
national forests. The preliminary figures indicate that for full devel- 
opment and use of the national forest the ultimate system of roads 
would amount to about 480,000 miles of roads. There are now 129,000 
miles of roads. 

So there is a large road-building program ahead of us to fully 
develop the national forests. 

Senator Neunercer. And if the sum of only $27 million a year is 
authorized, completion is very far in the future; is that not correct? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. I testified at Albuquerque before this 
subcommittee that at our present rate of accomplishment it would take 
about 100 to 125 years to complete the full development system, at the 
present rate of progress. 

Senator Neupercer. We would need a greater rate of progress at 
the National Institute of Health and Medical Research if anybody at 
this table is to see the completion, in other words? 

Mr. Curr. I would like to clarify that statement a bit. 

Of this vast mileage of roads that we will need, the majority of those 
roads will be branch roads and spur roads. We need about 120,000 
miles of main line access roads and that is really the guts of the road 
system and that is the part which should be concentrated on first. 

At our present rate of progress it would take, oh, approximately 50 
percent to complete the main line access roads, not the longer period 
of years that I mentioned previously. 

Senator Neugercer. I understand. 

It has been pointed out to me by one of the members of the com- 
mittee staff that investment by private timber operators in forest 
access roads has accelerated to a far greater proportionate degree than 
that by the Federal Government. I am not certain whether these 
figures are absolutely accurate or not but I would like to get your 
opinion of them. They seem to me very pertinent. I have ‘been in- 
formed that the construction of these access roads by purchasers of 
national forest stumpage has climbed from an average of $4 million 
a year from the 1940 to 1951 period to a rate of about $30 million today. 

On the other hand, appropriated funds of about $4 million in the 
earlier period today are only up to about $13 million for this purpose. 
Now, if these figures are correct it would show that investment by 
private purchasers of timber has gone up about 7 or 8 times while ap- 
propriated funds have gone up only about 3 times. 
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Now, are these figures accurate or are they not accurate in sub- 
stance ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Without checking them I couldn’t say precisely but there 
has been an acceleration in the construction of roads by timber pur- 
chasers. There has also been substantial increases over the period you 
mention and appropriated funds. 

I have a tabulation here dating back to 1954 giving comparative 
amounts. And in 1954 there was appropriated under forest develop- 
ment roads and trails 1414 million, there was $714 million in the 10- 
percent fund; that makes a total of $22 million of Federal funds. 

The estimated value of the timber-purchaser roads in 1954 was 
$14,314,000. 

Now, in fiscal year 1957, the expenditures by the Government of 
appropriated funds was $24 million forest development roads and 
trails, $11,398,000 in the 10-percent fund, making a total of slightly 
over $35 million. The estimated value of timber- purchaser built roads 
was $29,480,000. 

So, those figures would show that the value of timber-operator roads 
in that 4-year period slightly more than doubled and the money avail- 
able from Government funds didn’t quite double. 

Now, if you go back a few years beyond that the ratios may be quite 
different. 

Senator Neusercer. I have a table here that shows these invest- 
ments back as far as the 1940-51 period, and I wonder if it might not 
be pertinent to have it included in the record. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The table re ferred to is as follows : :) 
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Status of the forest development system as of June 30 each year 


HIGHWAY 


Roads, miles 
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Trails, miles 























| 
Fiscal year Existing Existing | 
Planned | __ ae __| Non- i | eae 
system existing | system | | existing 
Adequate| Inade- Adequate| Inade- 
quate | quate | 
1946 138,167 | 53, 438 37, 753 165,138 | 88,006 56, 054 | 21,078 
1947 144, 481 49, 892 | 39, 095 158, 860 96, 684 44, 691 | 17, 485 
1948 _ - 143, 962 48, 831 9 37, 207 140, 106 89,293 | 39, 596 | 11, 217 
1949_ - : 143, 808 49, 522 58, 209 36, 077 136,943 | 92,309 34, § 9, 660 
1950_.- | 147,311 53, 572 57, 684 36 138, 711 93, 915 35, 28 9, 501 
1951. 148, 366 64, 070 46, 061 3% 93, 038 31, 66 7, 969 
1952 149, 136 63, 375 47, 008 38, 753 25, 57 92,996 | 26, 655 5, 919 
1953 156, 869 66, 569 50, 660 39,640 ; 126,809 | 94,038 26, 5, 988 
1954 158,918 | 68, 220 51, 097 39,601 | 125, 884 3, 3 | 26, 5, 970 
1955 161, 347 69, 841 51, 073 40, 433 124, 662 26, 320 | 5, 907 
1956. 167, 210 71,419 | 52,454 43, 337 121, 511 | 24, 733 | 5, 484 
| | | 
Road and trail maintenance 
Roads, miles Trails, miles 
Fiscal year Maintained by | Maintained by— 
Mainte- a Mainte- eee Fa 
nance nance | 
system Forest Others system Forest | Others 
Service Service 
194¢ 100, 414 ) 0) 144, 060 () (1) 
1947 105, 386 (1) t) 141, 375 @) (') 
1948 106, 755 (1) (1) 128, 8O( (1) | (i 
1949 107, 731 90, 361 17, 370 127, 284 (') | ( 
1950 111, 256 93, 263 17, 993 129, 210 (1) 
1951 110, 131 | 91, 485 18, 646 124, 699 (1) | 2) 
1952 110, 383 | 79, 665 30, 718 119, 651 118, 237 1,414 
1953 17, : 80, 341 36, 888 120, 821 119, 363 | 1, 458 
1954... : 77, 327 38, 969 119, 914 118, 364 | 1, 550 
1956 2 75, 784 41,797 | 118, 755 | 117, 419 1, 336 
1956 75, 134 44,753 116, 027 | 114, 535 1, 492 


i Not available 
2 Excludes M4 miles. 


Timber acce 





ss roads constructed and reconstructed 





Purchaser projects 


Fiscal year 


Appraised 
| 





Obliga- | 






Government projects 


Miles value of tions by Total | Miles? New Obliga- 
work by Govern- value | bridges 4 tions 2 
purchaser!| ment? 
| | 

a |__| fa hast ee stand S 
1940-51 ; 4, $49, 965, 868 | $49, 965, 868 | S006) 3.2 <i | $36, 715, 354 
1952 1 | 11, 427, 286 $458, 074 | 11, 885, 360 | 379 | 19 | 4, 753, 253 
1943 | 1 10, 199, 056 | 70, 814 | 11,¢ 870 528 32 | 7,800,120 
1954 | ic 14, 314, 167 | », 070 | 16, 237 639 | 46 12, 481, 541 
1955 ml 1,6 16, 879, 488 | 52, 764 | 19, 232, 252 529 | 45 14, 213, 678 
1956 e 2, | 23, 436, 865 76, 135 26, 813, 000 678 | 61 | 12, 683, 746 
1957, estimated _ 4, 2 42, 442, 582 | 5, 946 | 46,849, 528 814 | 63 13, 192, 276 
1958, estimated________- 3,510 | 39, 105, 004 | 49,065 | 43,054, 069 1, 131 87 18, 019, 760 





1 Includes estimated cost of surveys, plans, and bridges. 
2 Included in (A) in Ist table (adjusted to distribute surveys, plans and estimates). 


3 Inec’uded in (B) in Ist table. 
4 Included in (C) in Ist table. 
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Bridge inventory as of June 30, 1956 





Type | Number | Lineal feet 

Road bridges: | 
Temporary. cede butbiiesatas aa 5, 192 144, 112.5 

Permanent: } 
Adequate. _....._. caasinne | 3, 995 198, 391. 2 
Inadequate __ - ; 198 17, 247.0 
Eons cedn be paca : 9, 385 359, 750. 7 

Trail bridges: | 
Adequate ie livia i 1,215 49, 417.0 
Inadequate __ fo 5 bt tee ; | 503 15, 890.0 
Total_....- nd : a fey : : 1, 718 65, 307. 0 


Senator Neusercer. I want to ask you a couple of other points if I 
may, Mr. Cliff. You have had far more experience in this than vir- 
tually anybody I know. 

When the Government builds an access road and then competitive 
bidding takes place on the timber thus made available, in the long run 
is the Government better off financially under such an arrangement, 
or is it better when the private timber purchaser builds his own road 
and then is allowed to deduct from the price eventually paid the Gov- 
ernment for the stumpage, the investment in that road? Under which 
circumstance do you think the Government ultimately is better off, 
financially ? 

Mr. Curr. The timber access roads that the Government builds are 
self-liquidating, they pay for themselves because when we have a 
Government-constructed road we make no allowance in the appraisal 
for road construction or for the construction of that piece of road. We 
appraise the timber proportionately higher as the uncut price that we 
would accept on a bill. So, in all instances the Government is bound 
to get back at least as much as they invested in the road and in many 
cases the construction of a road with public funds enables more com- 
petitive bidding and when more competitive bidding occurs we 
ordinarily get a better price for the timber. So there is a twofold effect 
in many instances. It is a good investment to build these main- 
access roads with Government financing in the long run. 

Senator Nrevurercer. I am pleased to hear you say that because 
while I have far less knowledge and experience of this than you have, 
that has been my impression as a resident of the State of Oregon, 
which I believe has more Forest Service commercial and merchantable 
timber than any other State, if I am not mistaken. 

I want to ask you just one other question and that is about the mat- 
ter you were discussing with Senator Case a short time earlier con- 
cerning the formula for the division of forest highway funds. 

Did the Forest Service concur in the changing of the formula, that 
is when the 50-50 division with one-half to value and one-half to 
area was shifted relatively recently to 75 percent area and 25 percent 
value? Did the Forest Service concur in that change / 

Mr. Curr. Yes, sir; we did. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you believe that that is a more fair di- 
vision of the forest highway funds than equally to value and area! 

Mr. Curr. Yes, Senator Neuberger, I do. Before that division 
was made we considered a number of different formulas and we came 
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to the conclusion that this was the most equitable one that we could 
devise when you have to consider the two factors of area and value in 
the apportionment of these funds. It was the least disrupting to a 
program which we believe had general acceptance by most of the 
States, at least, prior to the change in the formula. 

It is a very difficult question. We worked with the Bureau of 
Public Roads very closely on this and gave it most earnest and 
thoughtful consideration. 

The thing, of course, which made the change necessary or we felt 
it made the change necessary, was the change in the value which 
resulted from the evaluation study that we made at the request of 
the House Government Operations Committee. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, that is what has disturbed me a little 
bit about it. Because I wondered, in other words, if the pattern was 
cut to fit the cloth. In other words, you reappraised your values. In 
certain States you found that the value had gone way up in the na- 
tional forest, particularly the n ates with large quantities of standing, 
merchantable timber such as California and Oregon; is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mir. Crier. The value increased materially in the west coast forests 
as well as in some other States. 

Senator Neusercer. But mainly in the West Coast States, if I am 
not mistaken, mainly in the States where you have large commercial 
forests. 

Mr. Curer. And in the Eastern States where we started out with 
ver} low value forests and by reforestation and fire protection we now 
lave some very valuable timber stands and the values have increased 

quite considerably in the eastern national forests. 

Senator Nrusercer. The impression that exists in our State is this: 
That after the appraisal had been made and the value of the forests 
had gone up so greatly in our Pacific seaboard States where there is 
a vast quantity of merchantable timber that then the formula was 
adjusted to kee »p the sums of money available to the different States 
from being thrown so badly awry as compared to earlier apportion- 
ments. that was the feeling that we had in the Pacific Coast States 
and I think very widely shared. I was in Washington and California, 
as well as my own State shortly after the new apportionment and new 
formula were announced and maybe that was an unfair conclusion 
but it quite widely existed as I am sure you are aware. 

Mr. Curr. I can understand how that impression would come about. 

There are some other factors. This evaluation that we made, we 
were working under certain ground rules as laid down by the House 
Appropriations Committee. We made the estimates of the real estate 
value and sale values should they be offered for sale of these lands. 
Now, that kind of evaluation does not consider all of the values of 
the national forests. We gave no weight to the nonmonetary values 
uch as watershed, scenic values, recreational values, fishing and hunt- 
ing values, or subsurface mineral values. 

Well now, in some of the national forests where timber values are 
relatively low, watershed values are tremendous. We felt that these 
nonmonetary values had a closer relationship to area than to any other 
thing, you see, and by giving more weight to area we attempted to give 
some recognition to the nonmonetary values that couldn’t be expressed 

n dollars and cents. 
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Senator Neusercer. Does that have a relationship to area? You 
are much better informed on this than I am. But could you have a 
rast area with nothing but upland sagebrush and very low value 
scrub timber, very little water rising there, scarcely any wildlife, no 
fisheries, very little big game and so forth. It just seems to me that 
area can be related to so very little. Now, it seems to me, why wasn’t 
some value given to these less tangible quantities ? 

Mr. Cuirr. Well, there is no good defensible method that I know 
of of fixing dollar signs to those things that you can measure and 
defend and it is extremely difficult to fix dollar signs on these intangi- 
ble values and, as you know, those very often represent the real value 
of these public forest lands—the so-called nonmonetary values, the 
watershed values. 

Senator Neusercer. We think in Oregon, of course, that is very 
important, because the whole Columbia River system in the United 
States, I would say, with very little exception, rests in national forest 
land. The great tributaries of the Columbia like the Willamette 
River and the Snake River, the Deschutes River, Cowlitz River, the 
Wynooche River, all the tributaries I can think of. 

Mr, Chairman, I am not going to keep Mr. Cliff any later. I want 
to show the very high respect we have in our State for Mr. Edward 
P. Cliff, who is the Assistant Chief of the United States Forest Serv- 
ice, and I always learn a great deal when I have the opportunity to 
question him. 

Senator Caspr. Mr. Chairman, I do have a question and it grows 
partly out of what Senator Neuberger has said. 

Mr. Cliff, when forest highway money is used on a class I or class I] 
road it is spent on a 100 percent Federal basis and requires no match- 
ing. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Cuirr. That is correct, Senator Case, it requires no matching. 
However, many States do supplement the forest highway funds by 
spending other moneys available to them on the same roads. 

Senator Casz. Yes. Many States do. When they do, is that spent 
on a 100 percent Federal basis or must they match it? 

Mr. Curr. There is no matching requirement for forest highway 
funds. 

Senator Case. No. Supposing a State uses some of its primary or 
secondary money allocated by the Federal Government, does it have 
to match that? 

Mr. Curr. Now, that is a question, I think, that would be more 
appropriate for you to ask the Bureau of Public Roads because that 
is in their field. But I understand they would have to match it. 

Senator Casr. They do have to match that. Now, I am asking that 
question because I want to draw a distinction between what happens 
when it is a road either in a national park reservation or an Indian 
road. 

Some years ago, and I think it was the year that I came over to the 
Senate from the House, that would have been 19: 0, I believe in the 1950 
act we modified the old highway legislation under an amendment which 
I suggested to Congressman Whittington who was then chairman of the 
Public Works Committee in the House of Representatives, that per- 
mitted a State to use its primary or secondary money within a national 
park without requiring matching. Prior to that we had obtained a 
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decision when Mr. Boykin was Solicitor for the Bureau of Public 
Roads, years ago, that under an old section of the early highway leg- 
latin prov iding for cooperation between the Secretary of Interior 
and the Sec retary of Agriculture, that was when the BPR was under 
the Secretary of Agric ulture, wherel yy money could be used on Indian 
reservation roads without requiring matching. It would be money 
deducted from an allocation to a State. 

So, in 1950, I think it was, I suggested this amendment which Mr. 
Whittington supported and it became a part of the Federal Highway 
Act or highway basic legislation that money could be used within a 
national park without requiring matching. 

Now, | am raising that question and on the basis of what you have 
just said that is a difference between what happens within a national 
park and a national forest. In the national forest, in the Black Hills, 
the apportionment of money under this value and area formula is so 
small that it doesn’t make a good contract as I think you know, Mr. 
Cliff, because you used to be regional forester out there—when you 
get a maximum of a couple hundred thousand dollars or less you can’t 
let a very large stretch of road where you are building road through 
rocky mountainous country, so that the forest highway, the highway 
which goes down through the center of the B lack Hills, to the very 
center of the Black Hills National Forest, is being chewed off 114 or 2 
miles at a time. 

The State has ben obliged to spend a great deal of money on the 
United States Highway 85 or United States Highway 85-A and the 
feeder roads to it because of the traffic demands, but it has had to 
match it. 

Now, if it is sound for the State to be able to take out of its primary 
fund apportionments or of its secondary fund apportionments and 
spend money within a national park on federally owned land without 
matching, why shouldn’t it be sound for the State to be able to use 
its own allocations of Federal-aid money and spend it within a national 
forest without matching 4 

Mr. Curr. Senator Case, I hardly feel competent to comment on 
that question. I am not familiar with the provisions that you speak 
of as relating to national park and Indian reservation roads and as 
you appreciate this is a question which is completely outside our 
proble ms in the Forest Service. 

Senator Case. You would have no objection if a State wanted to 
use some of its apportioned primary or secondary fund and spend it 
on what would otherwise be a forest highway ? 

Mr. Curr. Oh, no, we would welcome that and, as a matter of fact, 
many of the States, I would say most of them, are spending the Fed- 
eral-aid money on the parts of ‘the forest highways that happen to be 
on the primary or secondary systems. 

Senator Case. They are but they are having to match it. 

Mr. Curr. Yes, that is my wiihientnadionn 

Senator Case. And if they were fortunate enough to get $4 million 
a year in allocations, perhaps they wouldn’t have to, but the States 
which have a considerable highway demand as far as construction is 
concerned and get these insignific ant amounts because of the formula 
used just aren’t going to get those highways built in any reasonable 
number of years. 
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Mr. Cuirr. Speaking just personally I would, of course, welcome 
anything that would accelerate the improvement and completion of 
the roads in the national forests, but as you can appreciate that is a 
fiscal question that is in the province of the Department of Commerce 
and I would prefer not to have to commit myself, of course. 

Senator Casr. Can you see any way in which that would increase 
the cost to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Curr. Well, offhand 

Senator Case. Let me point out two things. If the State did noth- 
ing and just let nature take its course, ev entually sometime within 150 
years, those roads would be built as 100 percent federally funded 
roads? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Case. That is possible. 

If the State says we will take some of the money apportioned to 
us for primary or secondary system and our apportionment is not 
increased but we simply choose to place some of that within the na- 
tional forest, that hasn’t increased the cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment, has it? 

Mr. Curr. Not apparently. 

Senator Case. Well, the apportionment to the State isn’t changed. 
It gets its apportionment of primary or secondary money under other 
formulas and it could spend that money in a county which had no 
national forest or it could spend it where the national forest is, so 
it doesn’t increase the cost to the Federal Government. 

Well then, if the State wanted to elect to spend that money within 
the national forest rather than wait 150 years until the Federal Gov- 
ernment came along to do it out of the Federal forest highway fund, 
wouldn’t the Federal Government be the actual beneficiary if the 
road became developed on the forest which would serve the forest, 
which would open up the timber rather than delaying it perhaps a 
hundred years / 

Mr. Curr. On the basis of your explanation, Senator, it would 
certainly appear so. 

Senator Casr. So it wouldn’t increase the dollar cost to the Federal 
Government but it would increase the benefits to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to propose that amendment when we 
get to working on the draft of the bill. I don’t see any reason why 
the States wants to take the apportionment which it ge ts, irrespective 
of the situation we are discussing, and put it in the national forest and 
use it on a hundred percent Federal basis there, why it shouldn’t do 
that just as much as the Park Service can and since the roads would 
be eligible for 100 percent Federal aid anyway if you waited until 
the forest highway fund dribbled out enough to do it. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Neusercer. I am not wholly certain I will support Senator 
Case’s amendment but I certainly think he has a valid point that I am 
going to give very serious thought to. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much. 

We will now have Mr. Trier of the United States Indian Bureau. 

Senator Gore asked me to announce that when we recess from this 
meeting we will meet again at 10 o’clock Monday morning. 
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Senator Casr. I have been handed a telegram from Mr. Harry E. 
Jordan, secretary of the American Water Works Association, asking 
that this committee reject the proposal to reduce reimbursement to 
utilities. I would like to have this telegram made part of the record. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

NEw York, N. Y., March 7, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Your telegram evening March 6 just received. Deeply regret impossibility 
reaching Washington in time to appear hearings. Appeal to you and your com- 
mittee reject proposal to reduce reimbursement to utilities for changes required 
by highway authorities. Section 111 of 1956 Highway Act is an equitable ex- 
pression of policy and should not be changed. Efforts on part various highway 
groups to reduce reimbursement are supported by no evidence which was not 
available at time 1956 act was passed. Officers of American Water Works Asso- 
ciation representing more than 17,000 utilities in the field appeal to you and 
your committee for justice in considering this matter. 

Harry EB. JORDAN, 
Secretary, American Water Works Association, 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Trier. 

Mr. Trrer. Mr. Chairman, I came to answer some questions that the 
committee had asked the day before yesterday by Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Trier, we appreciate your coming. You have been 
quite patient because you have been here, I think, most of the day and 
have heard a good deal of the discussion with respect to the con- 
tractural authority which was established first in the 1954 act and 
continued in the 1956 act for certain classes of roads including roads 
in Indian reservations. 

How has that program worked as far as the Indian roads division 
is concerned ? 

Mr. Trier. It has worked very well. Since the 1954 act was passed 
we have obligated and, in fact, ‘liquidated all of the authority which 
was included in the 1954 act. That amounted to $30 million for the 
fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957—$10 million for each year. 

Senator Casr. $10 million for each year ? 

Mr. Trier. Yes; and we have programed the $12 million authority 
which we have for the 1958 fiscal year and we expect to obligate that 
by the end of the 1958 fiscal year. 

Senator Casr. Then to proceed on the same basis for 1959 ? 

Mr. Trier. I am not prepared to say that we can now. That matter 
has not been settled yet. 

Senator Case. I see. 

What were the authorizations, if you can remember, for the Indian 
roads in the 3 years prior to 1955, 19! 56, and 1957 ? 

What I really would like to get, Mr. Trier, perhaps you can get it all 
{ogether—I was going to ask you the followup question, as to what 
the authorizations were as compared with the actual appropriations. 
Now, you have already given us the testimony that you got $30 million 
or $10 million a year for 1955, 1956, and 1957. What was the authori- 
zation and what was the appropriation for the 3 previous years? 

Mr. Trirr. The list I have doesn’t look like it comes down quite that 
far. 

Senator Casr. If you have it for 1 or 2 years that will be sufficient. 


22769—58——37 
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Mr. Trier. I can give it to you for the years 1949, 1950, and 1951. 

Senator Casg. All right, that would be good. 

Mr. Trier. The appropriation for 1949 was $2,784,000 and the 
authorization for that year was $7 million. 

The appropriation for 1950 was $3,300,000 and the authorization was 
$6 million. 

In 1951 the appropriation was $5,627,130 and the authorization was 
$6 million. 

Senator Case. If my arithmetic is correct then you got in those 3 
years appropriations ‘of $11,600,000 against authorizations of $18 
million, whereas in the 3 years of 1955, 1956, and 1957 you got $30 
million worth of appropriations against $30 million worth of 
authorizations. 

Mr. Trier. I had better state that during the years 1955, 1956, and 
1957 our appropriations were for the cash ‘that was required to liqui- 
date the obligations as they came due and we did not get appropria- 
tions of the authorization amount in each year but eventually the cash 
was appropriated which paid off those authorizations. 

Senator Case. And you did use the full $10 million per year of 
contractual authorization ? 

Mr. Trier. That is correct. 

Senator Case. It seems to me that that speaks for itself as to the 
results in terms of dollars. 

Now, to what did it mean so far as the road program on the Indian 
reservations is concerned or on roads that are access to the 
reservations ¢ 

Mr. Trier. The additional money and authority enabled us to pro- 
ceed at a faster rate on our Indian Bureau program, part of which is 
built around the premise of improving Indian Bureau roads to county 
standards under agreements that the counties will take those roads 
over and maintain them henceforth as county highways, thus relieving 
the Federal Government of all future maintenance or administrative 
responsibility on those roads. 

Senator Case. Well, under the earlier system did you have to take 
your maintenance money out of the funds that you have mentioned ? 
For instance, in 1949, 1950, and 1951, did your maintenance money 
have to come out of the $11, ,600,000 ? 

Mr. Trier. That is correct. 

Senator Case. And you didn’t get rid of that maintenance burden 
at all? 

Mr. Trier. You can see that our maintenance amounts for those 
years was slightly over $2 million and in some of those years there 
was very little money left to do any construction work with. 

Senator Casr. One year you had $2,700,000 and your maintenance 
money would nearly absorb that entire appropriation. 

Mr. Trier. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Now, you are able to build the roads to a standard 
where you can get an agreement with the counties to take over the 
maintenance? 

Mr. Trier. Yes. 

Senator Casr. That is a virtue of the program which I think hasn’t 
been fully realized and I am glad to have you bring it out. 

Mr. Trier, the particular issue that suggested itself, which led to 
inviting you to come today is occasioned ‘by the proviso which is in 
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the draft legislation before both the House and the Senate. It is the 
proviso under the paragraph headed “Indian Reservations and 
Tanda” in the bill introduced by Congressman Fallon in the House 
and by Senator Chavez, as chairman of the full Public Works Commit- 
tee in the Senate, which reads as follows: 

Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads and bridges constructed 
shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before any expenditures are 


made thereon and all such construction shall be under the general supervision 
of the Secretary of Commerce. 


Now, that proviso does not appear in the paragraph relating to 
the national parks for park mts and trails or for parkways or for 
roads and trails in the national forests. I recognize, of course, that 
the parkway money and the forest highway money is a admin- 
istered and contracts let by the Bureau of Public Roads, but I am 
wondering if it is a good proviso to have limiting or circumscribing 
the use of the Indian reservation road money. 

Mr. Trier. That provision has been in the bill for some 23 years. 
It was amended in 1948 to include the words “under the general super- 
vision of.” Previous to that approval for location, type, and design 
was in previous acts. And it has been a very useful relationship. We 
have received the benefit of specialized engineering help from the 
Bureau of Public Roads in such fields as soils and bridge design and 
their supervision of our design work has been of great assistance to us. 
We value it rather highly. 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Trier, I got the impression somewhere that 
that amendment to which you refer limited the extent to which you 
could do some of the road work directly by purchase and hire, that 
in some way the use of those words “under the supervision of the 
Secretary of Commerce” was reducing the opportunities for employ- 
ment of Indians on the reservation in the road work. Now, is that 
impression correct or not ? 

Mr. Trier. I do not believe that it is correct. In recent years our 
Indian Bureau road program has become more of a contract program 
than it was previously. However, the decision as to whether a par- 
ticular project shall be done by contract or otherwise is strictly up 
to the Bureau of Indian Affairs and is not controlled by the Bureau 
of Public Roads. And I do not believe that this language in the legis- 
lation relates to such a problem. 

Senator Casr. It doesn’t prevent you, then, from doing the work 
under purchase and hire if the superintendent so recommends and 
the Commissioner approves that recommendation ? 

Mr. Trier. That is right. 

Senator Case. I think it is a good thing to have that clear in the 
record. I had been told that the opportunities for employment of 
Indian labor on road work in the Indian reservations was decreasing 
and parties attributed it to this change in the law or the insertion of 
those words “under the supervision of the Secretary of Commerce.” 

Mr. Trier. I do not believe that is true. 

Senator Case. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock Monday morning, when the sub- 
committee will consider billboard advertising. 








574 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


(Thereupon, at 4:03 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10.a.m., Monday, March 10, 1958.) 
(Additional statements received are as follows :) 


GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, 

Chicago, Iil., March 7, 1958. 

Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Senator: Attached is a copy of resolution adopted Wednesday, 
February 26, 1958, by the Western Governors’ Conference at their meeting in 

Colorado Springs, Colo. 
Respectfully, 


’ 


FRANK BANE, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE WESTERN GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, COLORADO 
SPRINGS, CoLo., FEBRUARY 26, 1958 


Ill HIGHWAY MILEAGE ALLOCATION FOR HAWAII 


The Western Governors’ Conference, knowing that Hawaii has, since the 
passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, contributed its share of the 
taxes imposed to support the Interstate and Defense Highway System and has 
not been allocated any mileage authorized for that System, hereby supports the 
allocation to Hawaii of such mileage as may be approved and recommended to 
the Congress by the Departments of Commerce and Defense of the Federal 
Government. 

The Secretary of the Conference is directed to forward copies of this resolu- 
tion to the President of the United States, the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of Commerce and the respective chairmen of the appropriate committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 


THE HAMILTON CouNTY TELEPHONE Co., 
Aurora, Nebr., March 6, 1958. 
Hon. RoMAN L. Hruska, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: I am writing to you in regard to the highway relocation bill which 
Was passed in 1956. It is my understanding that a bill has been introduced, 
which if passed would repeal, or substantially reduce payments to telephone 
companies for the expense involved in the relocation of their facilities for 
Federal-aid highway projects. This would be a terrific burden on all telephone 
companies and especially those the size or smaller than ours. The only place 
we would have to get this money would be from our subscribers who would al- 
ready be paying their fair share for the building of these highways. 

Our rates are only enough at present to pay expenses. Practically all of our 
subscribers are directly, or indirectly, dependent on the farmer for their in- 
come. The farmer’s net income has been greatly reduced in recent years, and 
our subscribers would be unable to stand higher rates. 

There seems to be little doubt that a new Federal highway will be built just 
south of Aurora running east and west through our property for a distance of 
25 to 30 miles. If and when this happens a heavy burden would be placed on 
our company and I am sure to many other small telephone companies. I sin- 
cerely hope you will see fit to oppose this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. Hupson. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION ON S. 3150 
BY ALEX Rapin, GENERAL MANAGER 


This statement is submitted on behalf of the American Public Power Associa- 
tion, a national trade organization representing over 800 local publicly owned 
electric utilities—primarily municipal electric systems—in 40 States, Puerto 
Rico, and Alaska. 
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The problems incident to relocation of utility facilities as a result of Federal- 
aid highway construction have long been the concern of members of the American 
Public Power Association. Representatives of the association have appeared 
and testified before committees of both Houses of the Congress in the 82d, 83d, 
and 84th Congresses urging the passage of legislation designed to bring about 
a fair and equitable solution to an extremely serious problem. 

Resolutions to this effect were adopted by the association in 1954, 1955, and 
1956. The language of the resolution adopted April 26, 1956, was as follows: 

“Whereas a continuing program of Federal and State highway building makes 
it necessary to remove and relocate consumer-owned electric system facilities ; 
and 

“Whereas the costs of moving and changing such facilities have been in the 
past absorbed by consumer-owned agencies involved ; and 

“Whereas a hardship is often placed upon the consumer-owned agencies in 
absorbing these costs: Now, therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the American Public Power Association recommends that 
the Congress enact legislation so that funds are provided to reimburse the con- 
sumer-owned electric systems for the expense of relocation of their facilities, 
when such action is made necessary by the Federal-aid highway building 
program.” 

When the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act was before the Congress, the asso- 
ciation urged the adoption of provisions permitting the use of Federal funds 
to reimburse consumer-owned utilities for costs incurred in relocating their 
facilities because of Federal-aid highway construction. To this end the asso- 
ciation supported the language of section 111 of the 1956 act. 

Both the Secretary of Commerce and the Federal Highway Administrator 
have appeared before your committee to urge that Federal funds should not be 
used to reimburse relocation costs except under very restrictive conditions. 
This view, it is submitted, is based upon the mistaken concept that utilities are 
located upon highway rights-of-way by sufferance, and therefore no property 
right is taken for which a constitutional right to compensation exists. 

In answer to this contention, it should be pointed out that utilities are lo- 
eated upon highway rights-of-way because they must be there in order to per- 
form the public services for which they were created. They occupied these 
rights-of-way long before the expanded concept of highway engineering now 
applicable to present-day construction was conceived. The burden of utility 
relocation costs can now be absorbed by the utilities only through increased 
rates which cannot properly be allocated to those who particularly benefit by 
new highway construction—namely, the motorists. Huge relocation costs, in 
some instances, can never be passed on to rate payers, and conceivably could 
force some small municipally owned utilities into serious financial difficulties. 
The American Public Power Association does not believe that it is the intent 
of Congress to force utility subscribers who receive no benefit from the reloca- 
tion of facilities to absorb the cost of relocation. 

The language of section 111 was adopted after Congress had considered the 
matter for many years. The utility industry cooperated wholeheartedly with 
the Bureau of Public Roads in an effort to garner all of the cost factors directly 
related to relocation in order that a report might be submitted to the Congress 
Which would illustrate the nature and extent of these costs as compared to 
the cost of the projected Federal-aid highway program. The Congress fully 
considered this information before it adopted section 111. It scarcely would 
appear proper now to reject this considered act on the basis of the sketehy 
factual picture presented by the Secretary of Commerce or the traditional op- 
position of the Bureau of Public Roads, based on the false premise that high- 
way rights-of-way are acquired solely for the purpose of road construction and 
thereafter for use of moving surface transportation. 

The full effect of section 111, considered solely from the standpoint of costs, 
cannot yet be ascertained. Only 2 years have passed since the passage of the 
act, and no information has been furnished the Congress which would indicate 
that relocation costs have risen out of proportion to the costs of any other phuse 
of highway construction. 

S. 3150, introduced by Senator Case, would amend the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956, by limiting the use of Federal funds available for reimbursement 
for utility relocation costs to 50 percent of the amount of those costs which a 
State is obligated to pay. This restriction upon the use of Federal funds does 
not appear to be warranted in view of the fact that the Federal Government is 
Willing to pay £0 percent of all other construction costs for the Federal-aid 
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highway program. In effect S.-3150 would discriminate against the utility in- 
dustry. 

For these reasons the American Public Power Association must oppose 
S. 3150, as well as all other legislation which would either repeal or restrict 
existing laws providing for reimbursement for the costs incurred for utility 
facility relocation made necessary by Federal-aid highway construction. 


Marcu 11, 1958. 





MEMORANDUM TO THE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE BY METROPOLITAN 
Urmities District oF OMAHA, OMAHA, NEBR. 


ESTIMATED COSTS TO RELOCATE AND LOWER GAS AND WATER MAINS IN AND ADJACENT 
TO OMAHA, NEBR., DUE TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE 
HIGHWAYS 


The Metropolitan Utilities District of Omaha, Nebr., is a municipal corpora- 
tion created by the State of Nebraska serving gas and water to the city of 
Omaha and environs in Douglas and Sharpy Counties. The population of the 
area served is approximately 350,000 persons. The district is governed by a 
board of 6 directors elected by the residents of the district for terms of 6 years 
each. 

The presently proposed Interstate System Defense Highways in the area 
served by the district and necessitating relocation of its gas and water facilities 
are commonly referred to as routes 1,3, and 5. Route 1, in the location affecting 
the district, is at the south side of the city, running generally east and west. 
Route 3, as referred to in this memorandum, extends from route 1 at the inter- 
section of 30th and Grover Streets north to Dodge Street, and then north and 
east to terminate at the Missouri River near the foot of Capitol Avenue. Route 5 
runs north from Dodge Street in the western part of the city to the north part 
of the city, and then east to the Missouri River in the vicinity of the water- 
pumping facilities of this district. 

We wish to present herewith the costs associated with gas and water facility 
relocations incident to the construction of these three Interstate System High- 
ways insofar as such construction would be in the area of and affect the facilities 
of the metropolitan utilities district. 

Before doing so, however, some assumptions must be indulged since the only 
basis for calculated costs is the presently available data relative to location and 
design of the proposed highways. Also it has been assumed that water and gas 
facilities will be permitted to cross these highways whenever necessary, and 
should this right be denied completely or even restricted, additional construc- 
tion would be necessary beyond that contemplated in the costs hereinafter set 
forth. It has been assumed that mains undercrossing the defense highways will 
not need to be encased, but should this be required, additional costs would 
result. 

We have endeavored to estimate the additional costs which would result from 
the inability to occupy marginal streets, if such would ultimately be the fact. 

With the foregoing in mind, we submit the following estimated costs of re- 
locating gas and water facilities necessitated by, and as a part of, said presently 
proposed Interstate Highway construction in and adjacent to Omaha, Nebr. 


Cost of relocating or lowering mains along the route of the highway exclusive 
of mains in marginal streets for each of the designated proposed Interstate 
System highways 
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Additional but corresponding costs of relocating or lowering mains in marginal 














streets 
Gas Water 
ET a. ace sameness itusiewapenndaaee scram lahat clita aca ck on sein a ialcichii $25, 120 $30, 760 
BNO Bo nc nnccsdes nedGins (chvepdonshdiliagttedéeinstwbsialabwenaonaes 228, 660 207, 600 
EE iunicccninenvepeneksnnsaeinsuixae hd acawanaionunss caaeaaeaaate None None 
ina vacninndcpidaaeinunncindiivemastenantehinanacannbadnincwhdaleeee 253, 780 238, 360 
Other costs 
Water: Relocating fire hydrants and abandonments_____.___________ $24, 000 
Gas: Relocating regulator stations and abandonments_______-_____-_~_ 14, 000 


Total estimated cost of relocating or lowering along the route of the three 





highways 
OD ois cm dike enintewenemineissaan tain ds eee a $450, 922 
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Total estimated cost of relocating and abandoning gas and water facilities along 
the route of the three highways, as well as in marginal streets 





OB ois cede si asa a li ita eit lee ea Ge Rr sa adams aceeemannaee $704, 702 
NE tial nistten pasa aiid eae Acnalin ear asaitele entangle idan bias eeranmeoih 845, 862 
ROI sivaciccccite eatin cs natntnatoine ta a east aide emeateant rasan ee ada 1, 550, 564 


The law requires the gas and water utilities accounts to be kept separately. 
The foregoing expenditures applicable to the water utility and those applicable 
to the gas utility could not be borne by either from current revenues, and 
therefore public financing would be required. These costs would be in addition 
to working capital and normal construction requirements. 

The district is just completing a five-year $14 million water expansion pro- 
gram for which $12,500 million of water revenue bonds were issued. The gas 
utility has likewise been engaged in an expansion program to meet the growth 
of the community and did, in 1956, issue gas revenue bonds in the amount of 
$1,600,000. 

The consumers of these publicly owned utilities having paid their share of 
the costs of Interstate System highways, should not be called upon to be doubly 
taxed therefor in the form of additional utility rates to pay these relocation 
costs. This principle was recognized by the Congress when it enacted what is 
now section 111 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, which section makes 
Federal funds available to the States for reimbursement of such costs. The 
provisions of that section, if justice is to prevail, should not be so amended as 
to diminish the rights of utilities to reimbursement for these relocation costs. 

Respectfully submitted, 


METROPOLITAN UTILITIES DISTRICT OF OMAHA, A MUNICIPAL 
CORPORATION OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA. 
By Geo. C. PARDEE, General Counsel. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 11, 1958 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office Build- 
ing, Hon. Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Kerr, Scott, Kuchel, Cotton, and Rever- 
comb. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

We have before us today the following bills: S. 3414 and S. 3429. 

(S. 3414 and S. 3429 are as follows :) 


[S. 3429, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To authorize reimbursement to the States for certain free or toll roads on the 
Interstate System, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That it shall be the policy of the Federal 
Government to equitably reimburse a State for free or toll highways on the 
Interstate System within its boundaries, the construction of which has been 
completed or partially completed subsequent to August 2, 1947, or which was 
either in actual construction, or under construction by contract, for completion, 
awarded not later than June 30, 1957, if such highway or partially completed 
section thereof meets the standards required for the Interstate System. 

Sec. 2. If an existing free or toll highway or partially completed section of 
highway which is located upon the Interstate System and included in the report 
submitted to Congress under section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956 (70 Stat. 874) (House Document numbered 301, Eighty-fifth Congress), is 
believed to measure up to the standards of construction adopted under section 
108 (i) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, a State may request of the 
Secretary of Commerce that it receive reimbursement for such highway, and 
the State shall be entitled to receive such reimbursement subject to the con- 
ditions of this Act. The Secretary of Commerce shall first determine whether 
or not the highway, or partially completed section of highway, meets such 
standards. If he approves the same, the Secretary of Commerce shall determine, 
in accordance with the rules and regulations issued pursuant to section 4 hereof, 
the amount of reimbursement to which the State is entitled based on the cost 
of such highway, less depreciation and the total amount of any Federal funds 
used in the construction of such highway. In each such determination for a 
toll highway, the Secretary shall also exclude from the cost of the highway the 
cost of financing thereof and the cost of any toll plazas, toll collection facilities, 
and any other facilities not included within the definition of the term “highway” 
under Federal-aid highway legislation. 

Sec. 3. Any State entitled to reimbursement under this Act, whether for a 
toll or a free highway or a partially completed section of highway, shall use 
the funds so reimbursed for construction of projects on the Federal-aid systems, 
subject to the condition that all Federal-aid highway funds apportioned to a 
State under Federal-aid highway legislation for the current fiscal year have 
been expended within the meaning of said legislation. Whenever a State con- 
structs such projects with funds received as a result of a reimbursement under 
this Act, all procedures and steps shall be taken in the same manner as though 
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such funds had been apportioned under Federal-aid highway legislation: Pro- 
vided, That State matching funds shall not be required: And provided further, 
That the funds received as a result of a reimbursement under this Act shall 
constitute the total Federal share of any project upon which such funds are 
expended. The State shall obligate the amount to which it is entitled to be 
reimbursed under this Act within five years after the time such amount is 
credited to it, and any amount not so obligated shall lapse. 

Sec. 4. The. Secretary of Commerce shall establish such rules and regulations 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


[S. 3414, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Highway Act approved June 29, 1956, 
to authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That— 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 108 
(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For the purpose of expediting the 
construction, reconstruction, or improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and 
tunnels, of the Interstate System, including extensions thereof through urban 
areas, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the additional sum of $1,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1957, which sum shall be in addition to the authorization heretofore made for that 
year, the additional sum of $1,700,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, 
the additional sum of $2,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, the 
additional sum of $3,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, the addi- 
tional sum of $3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, the additional 
sum of $3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, the additional sum 
of $3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, the additional sum of 
$3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, the additional sum of 
$3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the additional sum of 
$3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, the additional sum of 
$3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, the additional sum of 
$3,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and the additional sum 
of $3,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969.” 

(b) APPORTIONMENTS.—The additional sum herein authorized for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1959, shall be apportioned immediately upon enactment of this act. 

Sec. 2. Effective July 1, 1958, section 209 (f) (1) of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) INTERSTATE Highway ProcramM.—Amounts in the Trust Fund shall be 
available, as provided by appropriation Acts, for making expenditures after June 
80, 1958, and before July 1, 1972, to meet those obligations of the United States 
heretofore or hereafter incurred under the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 
11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, which are attributable to the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways (including those portions of general 
administrative expenses of the Bureau of Public Roads payable from such appro- 
priations and attributable to said National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways).” 

Sec. 3. (a) (1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION FOR PRIMARY, SECONDARY, 
AND URBAN SysStTemMs.—For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and all Acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, $450,000,000 in addition to any sums 
heretofore authorized for such fiscal year. The sum herein authorized shall be 
available for expenditure as follows: 

(A) 45 per centum for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway 
system. 

(B) 30 per centum for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway 
system. 

(C) 25 per centum for projects on extensions of these systems within 
urban areas. 

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—The sum authorized by this section shall be appor- 
tioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law and in 





¥ 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 581 


accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838): Provided, That the 
additional amount herein authorized shall be apportioned immediately upon 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) The provisions of section 102 (b) and (c) of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) shall apply to the funds authorized by this section. 

Sec. 4 (a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For the purpose of assisting 
the States in meeting the requirements for State funds for the Primary and 
Secondary Federal-Aid Highway System, including extensions of these systems 
in urban areas, in carrying out the provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act 
approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and all Acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$450,000,000. 

(b) Said sum shall be apportioned to the several States by the Secretary 
of Commerce immediately upon the enactment of this Act in accordance with 
the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, 
approved December 20, 1954 (58 Stat. 838). The amounts so apportioned to 
the States under this section shall be available to the States as a temporary 
advance and may be used to match the regular apportionments made for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, or for fis¢al years prior thereto, to such State 
for expenditure on the Primary and Secondary Federal-Aid Systems, including 
extensions of these Systems in urban areas, and shall be available for expendi- 
ture in paying the share of such State in the cost of such Federal-Aid projects: 
Provided, That the amounts so advanced shall be reimbursed to the Federal 
Government over a period of ten years, commencing with the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1964, by making annual deductions from regular apportionments made 
pursuant to future authorizations for such years for the construction of said 
Primary and Secondary Federal-Aid Systems, including extensions of such 
Systems in urban areas. 

Sec. 5. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, 
together with all Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, not incon- 
sistent with this Act, shall remain in full force and effect and be applicable 
thereto. 


Senator Gorn. The committee is pleased and honored to have both 
Secretary Rothschild and Senator Bush before the committee. 

I am sure Secretary Rothschild is aware of the fact that the United 
States Senate is the most difficult club in the world into which to 
obtain membership, the most exclusive, and the greatest. 

Senator Corron. And the easiest one to get out of. 

Senator Gore. Once a member of that club, a Senator, to a Senator, 
is first in protocol, priority, and recognition. So the committee will 
first hear Soudine Bush. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PRESCOTT BUSH, OF CONNECTICUT 


Senator Bus. Thank you, very much. 

I shall not detain the Secretary and my colleagues on this com- 
mittee very long; I promise you. 

I am very grateful indeed for the opportunity of meeting here 
with this committee, of which I am proud to have been a member for 
4 years, and especially during the time when this legislation was 
worked out. Some of my friends will remember we sat out here late 
many a night trying to finish that bill. It isa very exciting experience. 

I am very grateful for the opportunity to appear this morning to 
urge that, in drafting new highway legislation, you provide for fair 
and equitable reimbursement to States which have constructed sections 
of the Interstate System to the required standards with either State 
or toll financing. 

This committee and the Congress have a moral obligation to treat 
fairly those States which had the courage and vision to proceed to 
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finance by their own methods the construction of these urgently needed 
highways prior to enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 
Yet, unless legislation for reimbursement is en: acted in the present 
session, severe ‘penalties will be imposed against the very States which 
made the most progress in modernizing the Interstate System within 
their borders. 

Although many of us fought hard for the principle of reimburse- 
ment when the 1956 act was under consideration, Congress avoided a 
decision at that time. The bill as passed by the House did recognize 
the need for reimbursement. Amendments to the Senate bill regard- 
ing reimbursement were rejected. In the final outcome, the act con- 
tained merely a declaration that it was the intent of Congress to 
determine whether or not reimbursement should be made to the States 
for highways, toll or free, which have been completed or put under 
construction on the Interstate System between August 2, 1947, and 
June 30, 1957. : 

It is now time for Congress to make that determination, and fair- 
ness and justice require that reimbursement be granted. 

The Interstate System portions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956 resulted, in large part, from the recommendations of the Presi- 
dent’s Advisory Committee on a National Highway Program, headed 
by Gen. Lucius D. Clay. The Clay Committee, as it was called, rec- 
ognized that unless reimbursement was prov ided, the fact that a 

radic ally new highway program was under consideration might lead 
States to delay their plans for modernizing their interstate highw ays. 
Accordingly, the C lay Committee strongly recommended reimburse- 
ment, and in the faith that C ongress would recognize the equity and 
justice of their position many States proceeded with construction of 
their interstate highways. 

I quote the pertinent section of the Clay Committee’s report : 

Some States have already constructed sections of the Interstate System to the 
required standards with either State or toll financing and others are proceeding 
along similar lines. Such construction should not be discouraged by this report 
since our goal is maximum highway improvement. Those States in which sec- 
tions of the Interstate System have been provided to meet the presently estab- 
lished standards for the completed System should receive appropriate credit, 
provided such funds are used to improve other roads on established Federal-aid 
systems or as may be approved by the Federal Government and all other Federal 
funds for highway purposes have been matched as required. No funds should 
be made available as a credit for toll roads unless the returns from tolls above 
financing requirements are used exclusively for road construction as contemplated 
above. 

To limit the Federal liability, credit for roads built between 1947 and 1951 
should be limited not only to those sections fully meeting the new standards but 
also to a maximum of 40 percent of costs other than financing. The credit for 
those roads completed prior to the calendar year 1955 should be limited to 70 
percent of such costs. In no instance, would credit be given for Federal funds 
expended on the road or for toll roads, in excess of remaining amortization. 
Roads built at a later date should be credited at full cost. 

The funds thus made available to the States will not only encourage matching 
of available funds but will also make possible accelerated improvement of 
primary, secondary, and other roads, and will encourage local financing of inter- 
state mileage to make funds available for other roads without increasing total 
Federal responsibility. They will be paid to the States only as required to meet 
the costs of projects approved for construction and, it thus appears, would pro- 
vide a major incentive to the highway-improvement program as a whole. 
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S. 3429, which I introduced in the Senate on yesterday, is intended 
to implement the Clay Committee’s recommendations for reimburse- 
ment. 

Under its terms, all 48 States would benefit, for all, to greater or 
lesser degree, have constructed or have under construction free or toll 
Interstate Highways which would create eligibility for reimburse- 
ment. Among the States, 26, or more than half, have toll facilities 
on the Interstate System, while the remainder have constructed only 
free highways. 

My bill would: 

1. Declare it to be the policy of the Federal Government to equit- 
ably reimburse the States for acceptable highways, free or toll, in- 
corporated into the Interstate System. 

Authorize the Secretary of Commerce to provide reimbursement, 
upon request, of the State, if he determines such highways meet inter- 
state standards. The amount of reimbursement would be limited to 
the cost of the highway, less depreciation and the total amount of any 
Iederal funds used in its construction. In the case of toll highways, 
the reimbursement would be further reduced by deductions for the 
cost of all auxiliary facilities needed for its toll operation. 

Permit the States to use funds so reimbursed for contruction 
of projects on the Federal-aid systems within their borders without 
a requirement of State matching funds. 

It is equally important to recognize what the bill would not do, 
particularly in respect to the proposal for reimbursement for toll 
roads : 

1. It would not give any State a so-called windfall, because if the 
State had not had the initiative to construct the highway, the Federal 
Government would have had to finance its construction with 90 per- 
cent Federal funds under the terms of the 1956 act. 

2. It would not violate—and this is important—it would not violate 
the prohibition against use of Federal funds on toll highways because 
any funds reimbursed would have to be spent on Federal-aid systems 
which are toll-free—not toll, but toll-free roads. 

I strongly urge the committee to include the provisions of my bill in 
any legislation affecting the Interstate System which it may report 
to the floor. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator Gore. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Kucue.. Senator Bush, if your bill were to become law I 
assume first that the Secretary of Commerce would be authorized to 
apportion 90 percent of the cost to a State having such a toll highway 
only if the Secretary found that the highway otherwise met the stand- 
ards set up for the Interstate System. 

Senator Busu. Yes; I think that the Bureau of Public Roads al- 
ready has accepted or said they would accept certain existing high- 
ways into the Interstate System that would apply to such sections 
of the Interstate System w ithin the State. 

Senaor Kucuen. Have you considered the possibility that with a 
90-percent allocation by the Federal Government to a State, that the 
toll highway in such a State may be made free ? 

Senator Bus. I suppose it is a possibility, of course, but my bill 
Is ane on the presumption that that would not be uniformly prac- 

cal because you are going to reimburse on a basis of depreciated 
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value and it is likely that you are going to leave a toll road, leave a 
State with a tag end, perhaps a big tag end of the bond issue which 
perhaps would be unsatisfied, and that presents a difficulty there. 

I get around that by having the reimbursement funds used for 
separate purposes which the State may determine in connection with 
other highways within the State of the federally aided nature, ABC 
road or interstate. 

Senator Kucuert. What is the reason for the cutoff date of August 
2, 1947? 

Senator Busu. I just picked that up from the Clay report. I pre- 
sume they had — reason for that. I do not know. You have to 
cut off someplace. I do not know just why they selected that date. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Senator Scott ? 

Senator Scorr. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. I noticed when the Senator from Califor - asked 
you a question, you talked about a 90-percent reimbursement. I didn’t 
understand that there was any 90-percent reimbursement, that the 
reimbursement, according to your bill, was the value of the highway, 
the present value at the time the reimbursement is made. That is, the 
depreciation charged off. 

Senator Busu. Yes; it would be a negotiated figure, based on the 
judgment of the depreciated value, and so forth. 

Senator Kucuen. But on what basis, if the Senator would permit? 
Ninety percent of the negotiated figure ? 

Senator Busu. I didn’t put that in the bill; no. 

Senator Kucuet. What would be the statutory guidelines under 
which any type of reimbursement would be made? 

Senator Busu. I would think that your suggestion about 90 percent 
might be considered as an amendment to the proposition. 

enator Kucuet. I didn’t suggest it. I just was asking the ques- 
tions. 

Senator Busy. Well, I didn’t suggest it. How did it come up? 

Senator Gore. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. I merely want to make sure of one thing, Senator, 
to make sure what your intent as the sponsor of the bill was. Ifa 
State—and I will be perfectly frank, it is my own State I am refer- 
ring to— 

Senator Busu. It is so seldom that a Senator thinks of his own 
State in these meetings. 

Senator Corron. In this particular instance I will be a politician 
instead of a statesman. 

We built, under the leadership of the late General Merrill who was 
a great leader among the commissioners, incidentally, and was our 
commissioner, we built, for a small St: ate, a great amount of mileage, 
modern limited-access four-lane highways exactly of the type contem- 
plated in the Interstate System. 

Only a comparatively small portion of those highways are on the 
Interstate System. If the Federal Government s should reimburse us 
on some basis for that small portion, and then we were cut off from 
charging tolls until the bonds were retired or at least some were near 
retired on the whole, we would have a dead horse on our shoulders 
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that would be almost impossible to bear because that portion of our 
toll system that is on the Interstate System is the portion that has 
very, very heavy travel and, frankly, is paying for the bonds on the 
rest of the system. So, if you took that chunk out and either said 
that we have to make it free when the Federal Goevrnment reim- 
burses, or if you said you have to make it free when you have retired 
that proportion of bonds that is proportionate to the toll mileage that 
we have on the Interstate System, we would be in an extremely serious 
situation, as the Senator can see. I just want to make sure, for my 
own safety i ing a politician—how the Senator’s bill would 
affect that situation. 

Senator Busu. I see the Senator’s question. Naturally that is 
the first question that arises, I think. The terms of my bill would 
simply get around that by saying this: 

That the reimbursement money is not to pay off the bonds or to 
have anything to do with that toll road; this is reimbursement for 
your having the courage and the vision to go ahead and build these 
roads in anticipation of the need which you have found is here, and 
which this committee and the Congress is recognizing in the Highway 
Act of 1956. 

The reimbursement money is your reward, in effect, for doing that, 
and this money would be used not only for toll roads but on any of 
the other Federal-aid-highway roads in the State; ABC roads or 
additional interstate, as far as that is concerned, if there is additional 
interstate to be built in your State. 

So, these would be free roads into which the reimbursement money 
would go. You would then go ahead and liquidate your bonds through 
the collection of tolls. You would retire them. And, so far as I can 
see, you would then decide whether you were going to continue to pay 
tolls, as an assist to your general highway system within the State, 
or whether you are going ‘to make those roads free after you have 
liquidated your debt. In our State I think we have paid off the debts 
on the Merritt Parkways and we are still charging tolls up there as 
a general assist to the highway system. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. I have no questions. This is a very interesting 
question, Senator. 

Senator Busu. It is a very difficult question, I know, but it is a 
very important one, in fairness to the States who have "gone ahead. 
I think Senator Kerr’s State is one of them, too. 

Senator Kerr. Does you bill provide reimbursements to the State 
for 100 percent of the depreci: uted value of the roads that they have 
built for the Interstate System ? 

Senator Busu. Would the Senator permit me to read the language 
of the bill which, I think, directly answers that question ? 

Senator Kerr. If the Senator will do that, I want to say to him that 
[ have just done that. It may be that I will get more out of it if you 
read it than when I read it. 

Senator Busn (reading) : 





The Secretary of Commerce shall first determine whether or not the highway, 
or partially completed section of highway, meets such standards. If he ap- 
proves the same, the Secretary of Commerce shall determine, * * * 
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Senator Kerr. If he approves the same? Shouldn’t that read “if 
he so determines”? He might determine that it met the standards? 

Senator Busu. I think you are right. It should be. 

Senator Kerr. As I get. the intent that you have there, it is that 
if he finds that the partially completed section of highway does meet 
such standards, then your bill should be implemented. 

Senator Busn. I agree with that. If he so determines: 

The Secretary of Commerce shall determine in accordance with the rules and 
regulations issued pursuant to section 4 hereof, the amount of reimbursement 
to which the State is entitled, based on the cost of such highway, less deprecia- 
tion, and the total amount of any Federal funds used in the construction of 
such highway. 

Senator Kerr. That’s a phrase that leaves me a little bit conswsed, 
because if it is a toll highway how could there be any Federal funds? 

Senator Busu. This applies not to a toll highway but the way a free 
highway might be taken into the interstate, as the Senator knows bet- 
ter than I. This doesn’t apply only to toll roads. It applies to toll 
roads or free roads. 

Senator Kerr. Your bill does? 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. Reimbursement. I can’t think, offhand, 
of a section of road in a State that I am familiar with where they 
have a modern six-lane highway that meets the interstate standards 
that is a freeway, but I am sure there must be some. 

Senator Kerr. Don’t you think that by attempting to extend this 
to sections of road heretofore built under State and Federal-aid pro- 
grams, now becoming a part of the Interstate System, that you actu- 
ally are going to lose some of the chance you have to get this bill 
seriously “considered? Don't you think you would be better off to 
limit it just to toll roads? 

Senator Busu. I hadn’t thought about that, Senator. I was think- 
ing of the broad principle of reimbursement to States which on their 
own initiative had gone ahead and anticipated the philosophies of this 
bill. 

Senator Kerr. That’s fine. 

Senator Busu. I didn’t want it to look as though it were just for 
a toll-road group, because if any State had built a “free road that met 
the standards and was acceptable, was new and modern and all the 
things that we want in this, it would seem to me they would deserve 
the same treatment as far as reimbursement is concerned. 

Senator Kerr. If they have done that, they have done it on the basis 
of Federal aid anyway. 

What the effect of that. would, if I understand the—and I am not 
criticizing, I am just trying to do as the Senator from New Hampshire 
said, and ‘understand the—— 

Senator Busn. I understand. 

Senator Kerr. What you would be doing is making 90-10 percent 
on the Interstate retroactive. That is what it would amount to. 

Senator Busu. My belief, if I may say so, I would believe that most 
of the mileage involved in this would likely be toll-road mileage. 

Senator Kerr. I think that the feature about your bill that gives it 
an element of appeal that might result in action is the part that 
applies to the toll roads. 

Senator Busy. I would be very glad to have the committee amend 
the bill in that way, if the committee feels that it would help this bill. 
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Senator Kerr. Explain to me how this reimbursement would take 
place. 

Senator Busy. Not how the amount would be determined but how 
the reimbursement would take place / 

Senator Kerr. That is right. Let’s say that the bill has been passed 
on the basis of reimbursement as applied to toll roads, and now we 
are up to the point of carrying out the provision of the bill. What 
happens / 

Senator Busu. The State would submit its case to the Bureau, and, 
under the authority vested in him by the bill, the Secretary of Com- 
merce would deter woe the depreciated value. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. He has done that. 

Senator Busu. And we will say he determined it is $100 million. 

Senator Kerr. Would he write out a check for it 

Senator Busu. He has determined the value, say, to be $100 mil- 
lion for reimbursement. He then would require that that amount be 
segregated in the highway fund and for a period of 5 years under this 
bill would be available to the State to spend on other Federal-aid 
roads—A BC roads or interstate mileage in the States. 

Senator Kerr. As the State’s portion of the cost of those roads? 

Senator Busu. What is the question ¢ 

Senator Kerr. You said it would be available to the States to spend ¢ 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Would the Secretary write them a check for it / 
Senator Busu. Yes; it would have to be reimbursed by the Trea 
sury tothe State as spent by the State in accordance with improved 

conditions. 

Senator Kerr. That is the reason I asked you if it might be worked 
out so that, during that period of time, in the regular road program 
in connection with. projects where the State was putting up $5 million 
and the Federal Government $5 million on a primary project, would 
that just mean that they could work it out so that the Federal Gov- 
ernment would pay that $10 million and thereby have reimbursed as 
much as $5 million ¢ 

Senator Busu. I would certainly think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What would you think about an amendment to the 
bill where the State, upon its initiative and with the right to exercise 
a choice, decides that instead of accepting reimbursement on a hun- 
dred-mile toll road, now designated by the Bureau of Public Roads to 
be on the Interstate System, “would be permitted to acquire an addi- 
tional hundred miles on the Interstate System if it were, let’s say, 
consistent with the planning of the Bureau of Public Roads as to where 
this Interstate System would be if it were extended beyond the 41,000 
miles we now have, and then let the State get this reimbursement from 
the Federal Government for use in improv ing that : additional 100 miles 
which it had designated to be in lieu of the toll road it had built. 

Senator Busu. I would see no objection to that. I am assuming 
that the reimbursement money had been arrived at under the terms of 
this bill. Once reimbursement money has been established then I 
think it certainly could be used for the purpose the Senator said. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Gore. I would like to make one brief comment. 

Senator Busu. May I say to the Senator, I would think that that 
might be one of the ways 
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Senator Kerr. That would be one of the alternatives or alternate 
methods that the State could advise the Bureau of Public Roads that 
it had decided to use as the means of its reimbursement. 

Senator Busy. Yes. I certainly would think an amendment of 
that kind would be helpful. The reason I say one of the — 

Senator Kerr. The reason I said one is because there in your State 
it wouldn’t work, whereas in the State of Oklahoma it might work. 

Senator Busu. That is right. I wouldn’t want a determination to 
be made that would be as confining, for instance, as I think the Buck- 
ley bill in the House is. I don’t know whether this committee has 
considered that or not. You no doubt will if you come to the ques- 
tion of reimbursement. In general, that bill simply provides that the 
reimbursement money will build another Interstate Highway within 
the State, and it has not been necessary, you see. I don’t want my bill 
to be as narrow as that. 

Senator Kerr. What I was thinking about was the combination of 
your bill and the Buckley bill. 

Senator Busu. That I think is a logical thought. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuet. Mr. Chairman, merely for the record, I do believe 
that two paragraphs of a brochure prepared by the United States 
Department of Commerce under date of January 15, 1958, ought to 
be read for the record. 

Senator Gore. I believe the whole report is in the record, isn’t it? 

Senator Kucnex. There are just three sentences: 

Of the 38,548 miles of approved detail location on the Interstate System as 
of September 1957, it was found that 10,859 miles, or 28 percent met the criteria 
for consideration for reimbursement. In this mileage were included 1,000—— 

Senator Kerr. Did the Senator read those figures correctly ? 

Senator Kucuex. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. You said of 3,800 miles 10,000 met the criteria? 

Senator Kucuen. Did I say 3,800? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Kucuex. I was wrong. Of the 38,548 miles of approved 
detail locations on the Interstate System as of September 1957, it was 
found that 10,859 miles, or 28 percent, met the criteria for considera- 
tion for reimbursement. In this mileage were included 1,950 miles of 
toll roads in 26 States, and 8,909 miles of free roads in 47 States. 
Only 1,955 miles of the 10,859-mile total, were fully completed. The 
total cost of the highways eligible for consideration for reimburse- 
ment amounted to $6.09 billion was for toll roads, and $3.5 billion for 
free roads. Federal-aid funds accounted for 32 percent of the latter. 

I think that is important because here we are not dealing with 
any 

Senator Busu. Peanuts. 

Senator Kucnuer. Small problem as far as reimbursement is con- 
cerned. 

Senator Gore. The report from the Department of Commerce is 
printed as House Document 301, and as the subcommittee knows, I 
have asked the administration to submit its recommendation on this 
problem. 

Thank you, Senator Bush. 

Senator Revercoms. Your reimbursement would apply only to 
roads that were complete in meeting the requirements? 
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Senator Busu. And accepted by the Department. 

Senator Revercoms. Completed and accepted. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator Case. On that same point, what about the free roads? 
Does your bill provide for accepting the depreciated cost of them ? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Bush. 

I am delighted to fine one area in which you and Senator Kerr are 
approaching agreement. 

Senator Busu. I am sure there are many others. 

Senator Kerr. The Senator from Tennessee shouldn’t get im- 
patient. We have only been trying for 5 or 6 years. 

Senator Gore. Secretary Rothschild, the committtee is pleased to 
have you. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED 
BY BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINIS- 
TRATOR 


Mr. Roruscump. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am pleased to be here again. 

Senator Gore. Before you present your statement I would like to 
inquire if it would be possible for the committee to have the adminis- 
tration’s’ recommendation on this question of reimbursement today or 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I am afraid not, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to present the views of the Department with respect to 
S. 3414. 

S. 3414, briefly speaking, would provide the following: 

The amounts authorized for the Interstate System would be in- 
creased by a total of $11,175 million. The amounts authorized for 
fiscal year 1959 alone would be increased by $500 million, or 25 percent 
more than the present authorization. 

The amounts authorized for fiscal year 1959 for the primary and 
secondary systems, including extensions thereof within urban areas, 
would be increased by $450 million, or more than 50 percent in excess 
of the present authorization. 

The sum of $450 million would be authorized for appropriations 
for the purpose of making temporary advances to the States for ex- 
penditure upon the primary and secondary highway systems. 

I would like to point out that those are two different $450 million 
items. 

Senator Kerr. They are cumulative and not identical ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. Yes, sir. 

After July 1 of this year the highway trust fund would be avail- 
able for meeting obligations attributable to the Interstate System 
only. 

Westrongly oppose the enactment of S. 3414. 

The highway program launched by the Federal-aid Highway Act 
of 1956 was carefully planned and developed, after months and years 
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of study. In order to attain maximum efliciency, the State highway 
departments and the construction industry must carefully adjust 
themselves to a definite schedule of activity. 

Senator Gore. Would you mind if I asked a question right there? 

Mr. Roruscnitp, No, sir. 

Senator Gore. I agree thoroughly with the Statement you have 
just read: 

In order to attain maximum efficiency, the State highway departments and 
the construction industry must Carefully adjust themselves to a definite sched- 
ule of activity. 

When you use the word “activity,” you refer to a definite amount 
of construction ? 

Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Your recommendation does not take into account 
the increased cost est imates S. 3414 does. 

So S. 3414 meets fully the criterion of the sentence you have read 
and which I just reread, whereas your recommendation does not, 

Mr. Roruscuitp, That opinion may not be borne out, sir, after 
I have read the rest of it. 

Senator Gore. Allright. Proceed. 

Mr. Roruscuip. The highway program is of such magnitude and 
national importance that it cannot be permitted to fluctuate violently. 

As the Secretary advised you in his letter transmitting the estimate 
of the cost of completing the Interstate System compiled pursuant 
to section 108 (d) of the 1956 act, and again in his testimony before 
you on January 8, 1958, we believe that consideration of adjustments 
of authorizations or revenues for the Interstate Ssystem would be pre- 
mature at this time. 

The estimate was the first of a series of five and was made in the 
early stage of the highway program launched by the 1956 act. As 
construction of the Interstate System progresses toward completion 
and as the amount of remaining work correspondingly decreases, 
future estimates of cost will be made on a broader basis of experience 
and these estimates wil] progressively become more accurate by re- 
flecting trends in cost that cannot be forecast as well now. 

We do not believe that the amounts authorized for the Interstate 
Highway construction program should be increased at this time on the 
basis of estimates which were compiled during the early stages of the 
program and submitted as a basis for apportionments fo only the 
next 3 fiscal years, 

The Federal-Aiq Highway Act of 1956 authorized the appropria- 
tion of $875 million for fiscal year 1959 for expenditure upon the 
Federal-Aid primary and secondary highway systems, including ex- 
tensions thereof in urban areas. This amount was determined upon 
the basis of considerable study and thought by the Congress and was 
designed to permit the ABC programs to progress at an orderly rate. 
In view of this, we do not believe it desirable that the amounts au- 
thorized for fiscal] year 1959 be increased. 

The $450 million authorized by seetion 4 of S. 3414 to be available 
to the States as temporary advances would result in 100-percent 
financing of Federal-aid highway projects. 

I should like to remind you of similar provisions contained in the 
legislation enacted in 1930 and 1932. Those acts authorized the 
appropriation of $80 million and $120 million, respectively, for tem- 
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porary advances to be repaid by the States by deductions from future 
Federal- aid apportionments under provisions similar to those con- 
tained in 8. 3414. These funds were apportioned to and used by the 
States, but, as a matter of fact, only $16 million of the funds were 
ever reimbursed to the Federal Government. In 1934 the Congress 
enacted legislation forgiving the States the obligation of repaying the 
moneys advanced. 

We feel that the traditional cooperation between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the States in the construction of Federal-aid highways 
should be maintained and we, therefore, oppose legislation of the type 
contained in this provision of the bill. 

We are particularly opposed to the provisions of section 2 of 8. 3414 
which would, after June 30, 1958, limit amounts in the highway trust 
fund to financing of only the Interstate System. 

The objective of the Congress in establishing the highway trust 
fund and making it available to meet obligations of the United States 
attributable to all Federal-aid highways was to make the highway 
program, in effect, a self-financing program. In order to accomplish 
this objective, the Congress provided for the transfer of certain reve- 
nues derived from taxes imposed upon highway users in amounts 
sufficient to pay the costs, as then estimated, of the highway programs. 

Further, the President stated in his budget message that when the 
Government provides a service conferring a special quasi-commercial 
benefit to certain groups above and beyond the benefits to the public 
generally, the beneficiaries should be che irged for it rather than the 
general taxpayers. In furtherance of this principle, the President 
recommended that the forest highway and public lands highway pro- 
grams, presently financed from the general funds, be transferred to 
the highw: ay trust fund. 

The C ongress recognized that great as the need for completing the 
Interstate System may be, it should not be undertaken at the expense 
of the primary, secondary, and urban programs. In order to insure 
against this possibility, obligations resulting from the ABC programs 
have been given first priority with respect to the highway trust fund. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, could I interrupt at that point ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, I just wanted to punctuate that par- 
ticular paragraph by saying that that is not a mere assumption, but 
the issue itself was definitely raised. It was raised first on the floor 
of the Senate in an amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia, 
Mr. Robertson, which he withdrew following the debate and discussion 
on the amendment. It was raised also in the Committee on Finance 
by the original phraseology proposed in the so-called Byrd amend- 
ment, and there, upon direct consideration, the Byrd amendment was 
modified so as to protect the primary, secondary, and urban programs 
to insure that the Interstate System would not be undertaken at the 
expense of the primary, secondary, and urban programs. 

I mention that because I do not recall that you were the Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce at that time, but your observation is sound and 
can be supported by the legislative record. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Thank you, Senator. 

S. 3414 would constitute an unjustified reversal of these sound 
principles. 








592 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


While we strongly oppose S. 3414, we have been giving considerable 
thought for some time to the most effective means of expediting the 
highway program and today have submitted draft legislation to the 
Congress for this purpose. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a copy of that legislation that you have 
submitted to the Congress ? 

Mr. Roruscui.p. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Will you supply members of the committee copies of 
the bill? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. It was just sent up this morning, Mr. Chairman, 
and we don’t have enough copies for the members of the committee, 
but we can either furnish them or they will be furnished 

Senator Case. Do you have a copy so you can read it at this time? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir; I have a copy. 

Senator Gore. Would it be agreeable if he reads his statement and 
then reads his proposal ? 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Under existing law, the Secretary of Commerce 
is prohibited from apportioning the full amounts of Federal-aid high- 
way funds to the States if the estimated amounts which will be in 
the trust fund will be insufficient to meet the expenditures resulting 
from such apportionments. Current estimates of trust-fund receipts 
indicate that the amounts which will be available will be less than 
sufficient to meet required expenditures if the full authorizations are 
apportioned. 

Under our draft legislation, the existing law which prohibits the Sec- 
retary from making full apportionments of Federal-aid highway 
funds would be suspended for a period of 3 years. The full author- 
zations for 1960, 1961, and 1962 could thus be apportioned, and the 
highway program would proceed as authorized. 

Under the legislation proposed by the administration amounts au- 
thorized for the fiscal year 1960 for both the Interstate System and 
the ABC system could be made immediately available to the States. 
The States could, therefore, accelerate highway construction. 

If it should seem desirable to examine the economic impact of these 
three programs between the date of apportionment and July 1, 1959, 
it should be borne in mind that Federal expenditures under present 
law will be advanced $611 million in fiscal year 1959 as against fiscal 
year 1958. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean as compared to fiscal year 1958? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You mean it would be increased $611 million in 1959, 
that is, the Federal part, over what was apportioned in 1938 ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. This is expenditure, Senator Kerr. There will 
be that much more money expended in 1959, fiscal year 1959, as 
against fiscal year 1958, under presently existing legislation. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to get in my mind a clear picture of 
how it will be expended. It will be in the form of that much larger 
apportionment, will it not? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No, sir; this is the matter of expenditure. And 
expenditures lag behind apportionments by some length of time, the 
time necessary for the acquisition of rights-of-way and for engineer- 
ing and for construction. Bills are paid as they become due and are 
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presented by the States, and the expenditures cover the amount of 
money which will be available to the States for bills rendered. That, 
of course, means for work done in that period of time. 

Senator Kerr. That is very fine, Mr. Secretary. I will try to get 
the information that you have included in that paragraph in shape 
where I can understand it. 

Mr. Roruscuiitp. Under the administration bill this figure would 
increase to $801 million and under 8. 3414 the figure would become 
$940 million. 

We have prepared charts and compiled data for the purpose of il- 
lustrating the effect of S. 3414 and of the legislation proposed by the 
administration as compared to existing law. Mr. Tallamy and J 
will be most happy to discuss these materials with you, and to answer 
any questions which you may have concerning this vitally important 
matter. 

Senator Gore. Now, will you come back to the part the Senator 
reread on page 1. 

I was in the great State of West Virginia when the Associated 
Press carried the letter which President Eisenhower wrote and which 
was released last Saturday. I immediately gave a public statement 
commending the President for recommending that the interstate and 
defense highway program be put on schedule. That was my interpre- 
tation of the letter. 

I understand that Mr. Merriam testified yesterday that the proposal 
was to put the Interstate System back on schedule. I think that is 
commendable. 

But your statement today raises serious question that that is the 
result—it raises serious doubt in my mind. 

I want to ask if you have taken into account the increased cost 
estimates. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. It is the hope and intention of the President and 
the administration to get the highway program back on, or as close as 
possible, to its original schedule, Mr. Chairman. This can be done in 
more than one way. 

Our proposal is that it should be done in a step operation, more 
than one phase. As phase 1 of the program, which has just today 
come before you in the way of a bill, we propose to immediately step 
up expenditures to the point of the authorizations as contained in the 
1956 act. 

Senator Gorr. As one member of the committee, I want to help you 
accelerate the program to its original schedule. It may be that I 
have erred in my study of the cost estimates and the original schedule. 
As a result of my study and the study of the staff, it appeared to me 
necessary to increase the apportionments for fiscal 1959 considerably 
in order to place the program, as you have said and as the President 
has said, back on schedule. 

Would you address yourself to the effect of the increased cost esti- 
mates upon the amount necessary to be apportioned in order to meet 
the construction schedule of fiscal year 1959 ¢ 

Mr. Roruscump. There is more than one way of meeting the 
schedule. 

Senator Gore. I know. Would you please answer that particular 
question? I know you can stretch it out, you can spend more 3 years 
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from now, and so forth. But the original schedule in the act passed 
by this committee by partisan majority is the schedule to which 1 am 
addressing my question to you. 

Senator Kerr. What is the time involved in that schedule? Thir- 
teen years / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The original schedule called for completion of the 
system in 1972, which meant 16 years of construction and financing, 
and 13 years of authorizations and apportionments. 

Senator Gore. Go ahead. 

Mr. Roruscuip. That schedule, or something close to it, can still 
be met with the proposal of the administration as contained in the 
bill on which I have just commented, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr» Mr. Secretary, the cost-estimates have increased by 
37 percent, is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Let’s define. What do you mean by “cost estimates” / 

Senator Gore. The estimates of costs submitted to this Commit- 
tee—— 

Senator Case. In the red books. 

Senator Gore. By the State highway departments, bearing the 
approval of the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Case. I propose later on to check them somewhat. I would 
like now to know just what we are talking about. 

Senator Gorr. The General Accounting Office is conducting an in- 
vestigation now and hopes to have a report for us early next month. 
But insofar as we can now proceed, it seems to me that we must pro- 
ceed upon the basis of the most recent cost estimates. Do you agree 
with that / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not agree with that. I think 
that the best estimates of costs is to take a look at the contracts and 
see what the contracts are showing in relation to the estimates. The 
bids that are actually being received should be the best gage as to 
what the price of an interstate mile is today. 

We had testimony here by Governor Harriman of New York, that 
their bids were running 25 percent under the cost estimates. Upon 
examination and questioning of that, he modified it and said probably 
it would be 20 to 25 percent. 

I haven’t seen the actual figures yet, but if the estimates in the 
State of New York were 25 percent more than the bids that are 
actually being received by the contractors, then it seems to me we 
have a much better basis for deter mining the amount that is necessary 
to keep the Interstate System on schedule for today than we have in 
the so-called red books. 

Senator Kerr. Would the Senator yield ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. I think the contrast is even more dramatic than 
vou indicate. Rather than the cost estimates being 25 percent more 
than the actual bids, it seems, on the basis of what the Governor told 
you, and what you have just referred to, that the cost estimate is 33 
percent above the bids, because if the bids are 25 percent less than the 
estimates—— 

Senator Casr. The Senator is correct. It depends on what you are 
using as your base for the percentage. In any event, I think we 
ought to get those figures, and before we get through with the con- 
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sideration of this, I think the Bureau of Public Reads should submit 
in detail, not by general average but in detail, the actual bid figures 
against specific s segments of the system for the different States. 

Senator Gore. I had not understood that the States in general were 
having experiences parallel with that about which Governor Harriman 
told us. I think that you are correct that the Bureau of Public Roads 
could give us detailed information, but just generally, Mr. Tallamy, 
what is the trend with respect to cost of highway construction / 

Mr. Tauiamy. It is less, and it appears to be somewhere in the 
vicinity, on a nationwide basis, of about 9 percent, based on a small 
sampling. When I obtained that information I directed that our 
staffs in the field obtain the information applicable to every job that 
has been awarded for the past 2 months. So that I will be in a 
position to furnish your committee the precise figures as to the bids 
as compared to the estimates. . 

Senator Case. May I point out there, Mr. Chairman, that 9 percent 
on $37 billion is about $3 billion, which is a sizable figure i in any mans’ 
bookkeeping. 

Senator Gore. If I may come back to the cost estimates, I have tried 
to take in the proposals that I have considered for the committee in 
order that we have something before us. Now I am glad that you, 
Mr. Secretary, have submitted a suggested draft. With cost esti- 
mates bearing a 3¢-perce nt increase, and an apportionment schedule 
for fiscal year 1959 of $2 billion, if we assume that the costs would 
actually be increased 37 percent, it would be necessary to increase the 
apportionment for fiscal year 1959 by $740 million to place the in- 
terstate program back on schedule. But being aware of the trend 
downward of costs in recent weeks and months, and taking into con- 
sideration the estimates of the States as to the amount of funds they 
could put under contract in fiseal 1959, the bill I introduced contains 
an increase not of $740 million but of $500 million, which is very close 
to being on all fours with the exper ience which Mr. Tallamy reports 
to the committee. 

The question I was asking you, Mr. Secretary, was How does the 
draft legislation which you “have submitted on behalf of the admin- 
istration meet the criterion you set up in the sentence on page 1 which 
I have read. In other words, you say that the State highway depart- 
ments and the construction industry must adjust themselves to a 
definite schedule of activity. 

We have projected a schedule of activity. The cost estimates, to 
meet that activity, have increased 37 percent. Mr. Tallamy now re- 
ports that in general the experience recently has been 9 percent below 
that, which would mean that if this experience is to hold up, it would 
be necessary to increase the apportionment 28 percent in order to 
meet the increased costs. 

Does the draft legislation which you submitted do that, or does it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Roruscnitp. The draft legislation which we submitted today 
recognizes that the estimates w hich were furnished the Congress are 
estim: ites in the first instance, and that beyond that they are estimates 
based on a very limited experience. 

The proposal which we are making is that the apportionment be 
brought up to the full authorization permitted under the present law 
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for the next 3 years, during which time it will be possible to develop 
better cost estimates for finishing the Interstate System, and besides 
that, a wider experience in actual contract lettings. 

We just feel, and continue to feel, that the experience which we 
have had so far is not good enough nor widespread enough on which 
to alter a whole multiyear program in its entirety. 

Senator Gore. But you have submitted these estimates and recom- 
mended to the Congress that we pass a concurrent resolution approv- 
ing these estimates as a basis for apportionment of the funds. 

Mr. Roruscui. For 3 years only, sir. 

Senator Gore. But now you say you are not willing to do that. 

Mr. Rornuscui. I think we are totally consistent. We are stick- 
ing with the 3-year concept all the way through. 

Senator Gorr. Let’s see if you are. Just before my statement 

Will the reporter read back the last statement before mine ? 

(The reporter read the record as requested. ) 

Senator Gore. The draft legislation proposes to step up the ap- 
portionment in accordance with the schedule in the 1956 act. 

Senator Kerr. Without giving any effect to any increased estimate. 

Senator Gore. Cost estimates. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Roruscnuip. That is correct. 

Senator Gorr. Then, Mr. Secretary, the sentence which you read 
on page 1 is not met by your proposal. It doesn’t take into considera- 
tion, as Senator Kerr has said, any part of the increased cost esti- 
mates. Therefore, your proposal, if you have described it correctly, 
does not place the Interstate program back on schedule. 

Mr. Roruscui. Not entirely at this time, no, sir. 

Senator Gorr. I think this is the time when we need most of all to 
place it on schedule. 

Mr. Roruscuip. We are in apparent disagreement on that point. 

Senator Gore. I understood the president to say that it would be 
in the national interest to accelerate projects on which advance plan- 
ning had been made ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Secondly, his letter said that we should place the 
Interstate and Defense Highway program on schedule. I am not 
undertaking to quote him verbatim. I don’t have the verbatim state- 
ment. That is my interpretation of it. Was that your interpreta- 
tion ? 

Senator Kerr. I think the Secretary has the President’s statement 
right there, don’t you ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. May I read it? 

Senator Gore. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Roruscuixp (reading) : 





In the next few days, the administration will ask the Congress to amend the 
Highway Act to suspend certain expenditure limitations for 3 years. If enacted, 
this amendment will permit apportionment to the States of an additional $2.2 
billion of Federal funds, all of which will be placed under contract during the 
calendar years 1958-61. Adoption of this amendment will permit the appor- 
tionment during each of these years of a total of $2.2 billion of Federal funds 
for interstate highway construction alone (to 1961). 


That is his statement. 


Senator Gore. There may have been other parts which I interpreted 
to mean that he wanted to put the program back on schedule. Didn’t 
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Mr. Merriam testify here yesterday that it would be put back on 
schedule ? 

Senator Kerr. That is the way I understood him. I did not at the 
time attempt to apply the language to the letter of the record. 

Senator Gorr. Aside from what I have interpreted or others may 
have interpreted, the fact seems to be that your recommendation does 
not place it on schedule, and you s say “not entirely at this time.” 

Mr. Roruscuixp. It does for the 3 years under consideration. 

Senator Case. It does, Mr. Chairman, if I may respectfully observe, 
in terms of the authorizations of the 1956 act. 

Senator Gore. Now we understand each other. In other words, you 
propose to increase apportionments equal to the schedule of appor- 
tionments in the 1956 act for the next 3 years ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. Equal to the schedule of authorizations. 

Senator Gorge. In the 1956 act? 

Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. But you do not propose to increase it beyond those 
amounts in order to meet the increase in cost estimates that we have 
approved ? 

Senator Kerr. The increased costs, whatever they may turn out 
to be. 

Senator Gorr. Or whatever they may turn out to be. 

Mr. Roruscuip. We do not propose that at this time. But, as 
indicated before, the estimates which are available now are on such 
a narrow basis, both of operation and experience, that we think it 
would be better to wait for a little additional experience. 

Senator Gore. I likewise have expressed some concern about the 

validity of these estimates. And, as a result, with the approval of 
the subcommittee, have asked the General Accounting Office to con- 
duct a study and investigation of the estimates. But the Department 
of Commerce has submitted those estimates to the C ongress with its 
approval and recommended that the Congress pass a resolution ap- 
proving those estimates as a basis for apportionment. You now 
repudiate the estimates ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Maybe I shouldn’t have used the word “repudiate.” 
You expressed doubt about their accuracy ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. We think they are valid and as good as 
could be gotten together, and should be used for the purpose intended, 
and that was to establish apportionments for a 3-year period. 

Senator Gore. Then you wouldn’t mind if the Congress uses them 
as a measure of the increases necessary to put the Interstate System 
on schedule? 

Mr. Roruscuip. If the Congress expected to use only the first esti- 
mate for the whole program, Mr. Chairman, why did it require us to 
make those estimates every 3 years ? 

Senator Casr. Because Congress was wise enough to recognize, if I 
may suggest, that costs fluctuate during a long period of years, and 
the Congress i in 1956, at the suggestion of the able Senator from Ten- 
nessee, said it would be a good idea if we took a look at these, in the 
light of actual contract experience, every 3 years. 

“Senator Gore. I hope the committee will pardon me for interrupt- 
ing the committee to announce that Congressman Dempsey, who is a 
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member of the Public Works Committee of the House and very de- 
voted to this subject, is very ill. He helped write the 1956 act. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may 1 supplement what you have al- 
ready said by saying it was my privilege to serve with Congressman 
Dempsey in the House of Representatives on the first committee in 
which I served, the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. I 
know, because of my experience at that time, that he has always been 
interested in public works of various sorts. He, himself, had been a 
contractor. He brought to that committee and to the Public Works 
Committee in its deliberations over a period of years a wealth of ex- 
perience and a very fine sense of devotion to the constructive public 
interest. 

I move, Mr. Chairman, in keeping with the sentiments you have ex- 
pressed, that an appropriate resolution be prepared by the staff to ex- 
press our sentiments in this regard. 

Senator Kerr. I want to second that motion, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, may I say that I served in the 
House of Representatives for 8 years—I think the chairman served 
more than that—with Congressman Dempsey. He not only con- 
tributed greatly to the work that we are engaged upon this morning, 
but I think he is one of the most lovable characters, one of the finest 
men that I ever had the privilege of knowing. I join heartily with 
all of us on the committee, and particularly those of us who had the 
privilege of serving with him in the House of Representatives, in ex 
pressing our sorrow at his illness. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case has made a motion which has been sec- 
onded. Those in favor say “Aye.” The staff will prepare such resolu- 
tion. 

Senator Case / 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, the fact is that these estimates were 
submitted on the basis of the directive by the Congress, and it was 
contemplated, I think, in the very fact that they were to be submitted 
for our review, that we should take a look at them. It wasn’t expected 
that we would automatically approve them by joint resolution. If 
that had been true, we would have merely directed that the cost esti- 
mates be submitted and then they would have gone into effect. 

It was anticipated that we take a look at them and study them. 

During the recent testimony by Governor Harriman before this 
committee, at one point in his state ment, when he was being questioned 
by Senator Proxmire, he made the statement that the contracts were 
running about 25 percent below the estimates. Consequently, I di- 

rected certain questions to him, and, with your permission, as a basis 
for further questioning, I should like to re: id the direct testimony here 
as it ran, because it was very specific on this point. 

I read from page 745 of the hearings of February 21, 1958: 

Senator Case. There was one question which was suggested by what the 
Governor said. Did you say that your recent bids had been running 25 percent 
under estimates ? 

Governor HARRIMAN. Yes, sir. They had been running higher and higher 
and higher, and I think the engineers got a little worried about the size of it, 
because every time they got a bid, the bid would be higher. So they were over- 
conservative on estimates. But they had been running between 20 and 25 percent 
less than the estimates. 

Senator Case. For how long has that been true? 
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Governor HARRIMAN. They started to improve over a year ago. They started 
somewhat lower than the estimates. I think they have been going up in a curve. 
Mr. Truax— 


and I should say that Mr. Truax had previously been identified by 
Governor Harriman as a public-relations officer for the public-works 
department, who would be familiar with this subject— 


Mr. Truax said: “Six months ago we actually felt that there was a very definite 
trend.” 

Senator Case. That is certainly a very interesting bit of information for the 
committee to have. When you speak of estimates, are you referring to estimates 
on a particular project? 

Governor HARRIMAN. Yes. You see, we take a stretch of 10 miles of road; 
we let a bid for that. The engineers in advance put an estimate on the cost of 
that, and the project is approved, based on that estimate. Then we ask for 
bids, and we let the contract to the lowest bidder if we are satisfied with the 
bid, or if we are not, reject it and ask for further bids. 

Senator Case. How do these project cost estimates compare with the estimates 
that were submitted to the Bureau of Public Roads in response to the request 
for estimates on which the new apportionments will be made? 

Governor HARRIMAN (turning to Mr. Truax). They were done when? 

Mr. Truax. This year. 

Governor HARRIMAN. I would have to check back as to when the estimates were 
made. They are made by the same people. There is no doubt estimates made 
3 years ago—the estimates were lower then than the estimates now because, of 
course, costs have gone up. Steel has gone up, and costs in general have gone up. 
I will have to check. Do you know that? (Addressing the question to Mr. 
Truax. ) 

Mr. Truax. Our interstate estimates were brought up to date this year in 
accordance with the congressional request for a study of all that. 

Governor HARRIMAN. So they are the same now as the current? 

Mr. TrRuAx. Yes. 

Senator Case. And are the actual contractor bids running 25 percent under 
these estimates that were submitted to the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Truax. Maybe we are a little optimistic. It was 20 to 25 percent below 
our estimates; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is important. 

And it is, Mr, Chairman. It is right at the heart of the whole 
question before us. 

I pursued the question to definitely determine that they were refer- 
ring to the cost estimates which were submitted by the State of New 
York to the Bureau of Public Roads under the directive of the legis- 
lation, and as you can see under the direct question and answer , they 
were identified as the cost estimates which were directed within the 
past year in response to the legislative request for the estimates that 
were to be the basis of apportionment, I submit that evidence of 
that sort cannot be ignored when we are trying to determine whether 
we are making arrangements to have the program on schedule. 

Senator Gore. I agree with you thoroughly. Mr. Tallamy said 
that, nationwide the experience is 9 percent. Could you submit us 
a memorandum of your survey in this regard, Mr. Tall: amy ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 
The 9 percent is based, as I said before, on a very small sampling. 
I wouldn’t want anyone to accept that as a fact. I have, upon learn 
ing that, directed our regional men to make a precise survey of all 
o: the contracts. I will be able to submit that to the committee very 
shortly. 

Senator Gore. Fine. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this 
point ¢ 
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Senator Gore. Yes, indeed. I am trying to finish mine so that I 
can yield down the table. Goahead. 

Senator Revercoms. This is for clarification. When you speak of 
9 percent generally, that is, that the bids are 9 percent below the 
estimates, do you mean the most recent estimates of this year? 

Mr. Tattamy. No. I mean the estimates that were made in con- 
nection with the 108—(d) estimate. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean the estimate he submitted to us with 
a 38 percent increase ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator Revercoms. I want to get to that point. It has been 
stated here that some use the figure 37 percent, some use 38 percent 
greater costs today than originally estimated. Greater than what 
estimate? What is that 38 percent rise? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Greater than the estimate that was developed in 
1955, and which was used by the Clay committee in the development 
of its reports, which I also believe is the foundation of the 1956 
legislation. 

Senator Revercoms. Below what estimate is there a general 9 per- 
cent bid? What year? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Below the last half of 1956, which is the basis of 
the 108-(d) estimate which the Department submitted to this com- 
mittee. 

Senator Revercoms. Then to summarize, there was an estimate 
made in 1955, and again an estimate made in 1956 ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. The difference between those estimates was 
37 percent ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. When you speak of the bids, the contracts, being 
9 percent lower, and about which iomait Harriman, of New York, 
spoke as being 25 percent below the estimates, that is below the esti- 
mate of 1956 ? 

Mr. Tatxtamy. That is what I infer from the testimony that I just 
heard read. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Corron. When Mr. Tallamy said that he can have a more 
complete information for the committee shortly, do you mean by 
shortly within a week or two or a month or what period ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Within a week. May I emphasize again, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, don’t get wedded to this 9 percent. 
It was on a very small sampling. That is why I wanted a bigger sam- 
pling, to see what the facts are, which I will be able to present to your 
committee. 

Senator Gore. My subcommittee hopes to refer the bill this week. 
Would you have your staff telephone your field men and expedite this 
to us? 

Mr. Tautxiamy. I will be very happy to, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, on that point, you say that this 9 
percent is a very small sampling. How much of a sampling are you 


making, and how representative will it be for the different sections 
of the country ? 
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For example, will you be able to tell us how the bids are running in 
the State of Washington and New York where we understand there 
is considerable unemploy ment? Will you be able to tell us how the 
bids are running in the State of Tennessee, the home of the distin- 
guished chairman of our subcommittee? Will you be able to tell us how 
they are running in Oklahoma or California or West Virginia or New 
Hampshire or South Dakota ? 

Senator Gore. There should be no difficulty in getting that infor- 
mation, should there ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. That is the way we will present it to the com- 
mittee, so that we will have it on a State by State basis. 

Senator Gore. You have close liaison between the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the various highway departments. There is no reason why 
you couldn’t get this afternoon the experience of 48 States. 

Mr. Tattamy. Mr. Chairman, we can do it. There is one thing I 
would like to point out, that the actual contracts which have been 
advertised and have been awarded do not necessarily concur precisely 
with the length of road that was used in an individual estimate. And 
so therefore it does take some time to convert the unit prices which were 
submitted in the general area for the particular job, with the unit prices 
which were used in the estimate. So it is not just a matter of taking a 
figure that was submitted in the estimate and preparing it with another 
estimate figure. We have to do some work with it. I am sure we can 
get it to you in the latter part of this week. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Senator Revercoms. One more question. 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. When you make that comparison will you use 
the estimates of 1956 in comparing the contract price with estimates 
of cost ¢ 

Mr. Tatitamy. We will use both. We will use the 1956 and the 
current estimate, or the current bid, rather. We will use the latter half 
of 1956 estimate, and the estimate which is received with the bid within 
the past few months. We use both of them. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel has a question. 

Senator Kucuet. I will defer to my senior brother. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Tallamy, you tell us that this estimate which you 
have just submitted to the Congress in January 1958 was based on 
data relating to the Jast half of 1956? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. There is quite a hiatus in there. Didn’t you in this 
estimate submitted in 1958 appraise the realities of 1957 ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. The mechanics of it made it necessary to choose a 
6-month period, and in order to have the analysis on a uniform basis 
throughout the country, we had to choose a 6-month period for which 
we have all of the figures in for every State. If we had not done that 
IT am afraid we would not have had as uniform a job as we have now. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say that in addition to the statements 
which Secretary Rothschild has made, in which J think he went all — 
way intsead of part way as Senator Gore indicated he thought, 
repudiating the estimate you gave us in January 1958, your st aeaiied 
that it is based on bids and costs of contracts let in the last half of 1956 
casts a further very substantial or very dark cloud of doubt on it 
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which looks to me like it greatly impairs or destroys its usefulness to 
the committee. 

Mr. Tattamy. Senator Kerr, the matter of estimates for the appor- 
tionment basis does not necessarily have to reflect the actual cost of 
building a system in order to make an appropriate apportionment. 
You could raise all estimates by 5 percent and the resulting apportion- 
ment would be the same. Or it could be raised by 10 percent and the 
resulting apportionment would be the same. 

Senator Kerr. The apportionment was but one objective that the 
Congress had in mind in connection with the figure which you would 
give us as your revised estimate of the cost of the Interstate System. 
The discussions to which the committee and the Secretary have ad- 
dressed themselves for the past hour have been on the question of what 
is required to put this program back on schedule. 

The chairman of the committee introduced a bill, many of the pur- 
poses of which I am quite sympathetic with, and it contemplates 
among other things to put this program on schedule. He based his 
estimate of requirements of what it would take to put it back on sched- 
ule on the estimate of costs which your department furnished to the 
committee. 

It would seem now that in order that we might correctly evaluate 
what is needed to put it back on schedule is accurate knowledge of how 
costs are running so that we can get an estimate of how much more 
than the original authorization will be required to do this job in the 
13-year period. 

Senator Revercoms. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Kerr. Surely. 

Senator Revercoms. It seems to me that if this information which 
has been requested, showing the amount that contract prices are below 
an estimate—whatever estimate is used—it will be the best basis and 
information that we could have as to what it would cost today. 

Senator Kerr. It.would be very vital, I agree with the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Senator Rrevercoms. It will be the best. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate the point that you have brought out 
here, because I hadn’t been aware that this estimate of cost given us 
was based on 1956 experience, and I am sure that is due to ‘the fact 
that I hadn’t read it carefully enough. 

Senator Revercoms. Let me say to the Senator, I don’t think that 
makes any difference if we will have the new information that is 
given us, which is up to date at this time. 

Senator Kerr. You mean if we are aware it is 1956 figures, and 
we now get the 1957-58 figures and apply them in such way as to 
eause us to be able to arrive at the accurate conclusion of what it is 
as of today. 

Senator Revercoms. We have the very best knowledge in that, it 
would seem tome. 

Mr. Tatiramy. Mr. Chairman and Senator Kerr, may I point out 
that the difference in estimating for the last half of 1956 and the eur- 
rent prices today is relatively small. As I recollect it, it is around 
3 percent—2 to 3 percent. It is just utterly impossible for anyone to 
guess what construction prices will be over a 16-year period within a 
much wider percentage than that. So that I think it is unnec essary 
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to add 2 or 3 percent to the total cost and say that is going to be the 
cost of the system. We don’t know, because anything could happen 
to increase or to lower the costs by a good deal more than 10 or 15 
percent. 

Senator Gore. You will get this information for us. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Will you get it with dispatch ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucnen. Mr. Secretary, referring to the figures which you 
have set forth on page 5 of your statement, let me see whether I under- 
stand the difference between the proposal of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee and the proposal of the administration. 

First, I suggest that for fiscal 1959, under the present law, $611 
million more will be allocated than has been allocated in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Will be expended, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucnen. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Pursue it, Senator, with zeal, because in doing so 
you may get for me the information that I tried in vain to get. 

Senator Kucuet. I want to say that maybe I can help. Let me say 
that over again, because I want this accurate. I think I am begin- 
ning to see a ‘little light here. 

Senator Gore. Just realize that you are shifting keys every now 
and then. 

Senator Kucne.. Iam going to stop doing that. 

Under the present law the expenditures will be $611 million more in 
fiscal 1959 than in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Rormscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucnet. What you do under the present law is to apportion 
what you have in the fund, and when I use that term “apportion” I am 
assuming that not a dollar goes out of the Treasury when apportion- 
ment is made. You set up on your books the apportionment which 
indicates a credit balance from which the States may, by presenting 
bills, be paid. 

Mr. Roruscnivp. Eventually; yes. That is an intermediate step. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucueu. It is the opinion of the administration, that re- 
gardless of the apportionment schedule in the bill of the Senator from 
Tennessee, that in fiscal year 1959 the expenditures would amount to 
$801 million ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir; that is the increase for the administra- 
tion’s proposal. 

Senator Kucue.. That is right. And that under the bill of the 
Senator from Tennessee, the expenditures in fiscal 1959 would be 
$940 million. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Kucnen. So that what the administration has proposed is a 
bill by which expenditures would be increased 25 percent, roughly, in 
fiscal year 1959, and in the opinion of the administration the bill by 
my friend from Tennessee would constitute expenditures in fiscal year 
1959 of about 3314 percent ahead of what they otherwise would be, 
$600 million, $800 million. Isthat es Q 

Senator Kerr. $600 million is 3314 percent above and $40 million 
would be 50 perce nt above the $600 million. 
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Senator Kucue.. $600 million is increased 25 percent to bring it 
to $800 million. 

Senator Kerr. That would be an increase of 3314 percent, much as 
I hate to disagree with as good a friend as I have in the Senate. 

Senator Kucnent. The Senator from Oklahoma is correct. 

Senator Kerr. And $900 million would be a 50 percent increase 
above $600 million. 

Senator Gore. Which increase is in accordance with the estimates 
submitted to this committee with the approval of the Department of 
Commerce, less some reduction in actual costs. 

Senator Kucuex. Your bill, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. If that is true, then are the figures used by the 
administration of an expenditure of $801 million based upon the cost 
estimates less what the sampling has indicated was an overstatement ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I don’t believe that the cost estimates are directly 
related to rate of expenditure here. They are related more directly 
to the apportionments, and the apportionments will buy so many 
dollars of highways. The effect of the cost estimates is to indicate 
that those dollars will not buy as many miles, which would have little, 
if any, relationship to this set of figures here. 

If you apportion so much money at a certain time, it has been the 
Bureau’s experience that a certain amount of it will be spent in a 
certain period of time following, and that is what we have Je ‘ 

Senator Kucuer. Does the administration feel that the States and 
the construction industry can competently expend $940 million in fiscal 
year 1959? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. No, these are additional amounts; this is not the 
total. This is additional to the current program; to the 1958 program. 

Senator Kucuen. Any questions in the mind of the Department 
of Commerce as to the capacity of the States and the construction 
industry utilizing the expenditures, the increased expenditures encom- 
passed in the Gore bill? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have no doubt whatever as to the ability of 
the construction industry to do the job. The States have furnished 
us information which seems to us to be a little too optimistic, but in 
general the States could meet, with few exceptions, this increased esti- 
mate—the increased estimate. 

Senator Kucue.,. What I am getting around to saying is that as 
between the proposal of Senator Gore and the proposal of the ad- 


ministration, apparently we are talking about a difference in expendi- 
tures of $139 million. 


Senator Kerr. $129 million. 

Senator Kucue.. $139 million. 

Senator Kerr. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuen. If that is true, then I don’t see where the principle 
involved, and which is contested here a little bit, is too difficult to 
overcome if that is what it amounts to. 

For the 3-year period 





Senator Gorr. Not 3 years. That is an expenditure for fiscal 1959. 
Senator Kucuex. That is right. 


Senator Gore. The apportionment of course in fiscal year 1959 will 
determine the rate at which 
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Senator Kucuexr. Subsequent expenditures. 

Senator Gore. Subsequent contracts can be let. I think we under- 
stand it. 

Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. Let’s go back now to the door that both Senator 
Kuchel and I have tried to open, and which, as far as I am concerned, 


is still tightly closed. That is on the last page of your statement, the 
next to the last paragraph. 


If it should seem desirable to examine the economic impact of these three 
programs between the date of aportionment and July 1, 1959. 

What is the date of apportionment referred to there ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It is a little uncertain, Senator, because no legis- 
lation has been passed yet which would set a date of apportionment. 

Senator Kerr. There is legislation in effect that will bring about an 
apportionment; isn’t there ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes. The legislation which is 

Senator Kerr. I am talking about existing law. 

Mr. Rornscuiwp. Existing law would permit us to make the appor- 
tionments for 1960 in December of this year. 

Senator Kerr. You don’t mean for 1960, you mean for fiscal year 
1959 ; don’t you ? 

Mr. Roruscui. No, sir. That has already been made. I mean 
for 1960. 

Senator Kerr. Then the apportionment you are talking about in 
this first sentence is for fiscal 1960 ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

The administration bill goes to 1960, 1961, and 1962 apportionments. 

Senator Kerr. I am talking about your statement: 

“* * * it should be borne in mind that Federal expenditures under 
present law will be advanced $611 million in fiscal year 1959 as against 
fiscal year 1958.” 

If this apportionment that you are talking about is not for fiscal 
year 1959, how will the increase—how will it increase the apportion- 
ment for fiscal year 1959 $611 million in expenditures ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Apportionments are made in advance of the fiscal 
year for which they are authorized, and States frequently use part of 
those apportionments prior to that fiscal year. Under the administra- 
tion proposal that apportionment will be moved up to July instead of 
December, which would accelerate it that much more by another $600 
million. 

Senator Gore. All right; will the Senator from Oklahoma yield 
so that I might try to help a little? 

Senator Kerr. I am a man who needs a lot. If you can just help a 
little, I don’t know. 

Senator Gore. I shall attempt—and I am not sure that I under- 
stand it at all. What I do not understand from your statement just 
now, Mr. Rothschild, which was that the administration bill dealt 
with fiscal year 1960, 1961, and 1962, so how your bill would increase 
apportionment whatsoever—for fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Roruscuip. It will not increase the apportionment for fiscal 
year 1959 except that it will make 1960 apportionments available at 
an earlier date, and in a larger amount, and that in turn 
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Senator Gore. It will not make them available before fiscal year 
1960; will it # 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes. We testified here several times that the 
States are using—— 

Senator Gore. Do you mean obligations or reimbursement to the 
States ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Both. 

Senator Case. For the States that are in position to go ahead on 
1959 money, 

Senator Gore. Are you saying now that—are you changing your 
statement now, that the administration bill applies to apportionments 
earlier than fiscal year 1960? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

Senator Gor. Excuse me, Senator Kerr. I am trying to find out 
what he issaying. I will turn it back to you. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr, Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Secretary, will there be more money avail- 
able for expenditure in 1959? 

Mr. Rornscui. Yes, 

Senator Kerr. That is what he is saying, and I believe I have got it. 

Senator Revercoms. Isn’t that the basis 

Senator Kerr. I believe I have it. 

If you are permitted to announce the apportionment for fiscal year 
1960 early in fiscal year 1959, then the States can commit and contract 
and expend and get reimbursed in fiscal year 1959 for substantial 
amounts of their fiscal year 1960 apportionments 

Mr. Roruscum. Right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the amount that would result, the limit of what 
could result—the amount of that additional expe inditure in fiscal year 
1959 against fiscal year 1960 apportionment, woudl be $611 million 
under existing law, and under your proposal it would be $801 million ? 

Mr, Roruscuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Wouldn't this also result: Not only could the ex- 
penditure in fiscal year 1959 be $801 million expenditure out of the 
1960 apportionment, but that would be available much sooner in the 
amount of $801 million than the $611 million would be under existing 
law? 

Mr. Roruscump. No, I don’t believe that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. I believe it is. Mr. Tallamy, you get in on this. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. May I go back astep ? 

Senator Kerr. Let’s st: ry on this for a minute. 

Which one of you three men know the most? 

{| Laughter. | 

You say that it should be borne in mind that. Federal expenditures 
under present law will be advanced $611 million in 1959 as against 
fiscal year 1958. Not any of that will be available until you make 
that apportionment for 1960, will it ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir; some parts of it will be available. 

Senator Kerr. How much of it, and by what process ¢ 

Mr, Roruscuitp. The process is this: 

Apportionments are made on an annual basis, and States are not 
absolutely uniform in their application of those apportionments. So 
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some part of the States use their money as soon as it becomes available, 
some States a little later, and some still later. But the cumulative 
effect of several apportionments results in bills payabe to the Bureau 
of Public Roads of about this amount during the fiscal year 1959. 

Senator Kerr. Under existing law you don’t expect to make the 
apportionment for 1960 until Nov ember 1958 do you? 

Mr. Roruscuitp, Until December 1958. By moving it up to July, 
that accelerates the bills coming due program for the 1960 apportion- 
ments into 1959, but picks up in addition all of those bills which 
would normally have accrued from prior apportionments. 

Senator Kerr. The State can’t make any commitment against the 
1960 apportionment until they get it, can they ¢ 

Mr. Roruscutp. No. 

Senator Kerr. So that if they have exhausted, let us say, or prac- 
tically exhausted their 1959 apportionment, they will not be free to 
go further on their Interstate System in constructing or letting con- 
tracts against their 1960 apportionment until you announce it in 
December ¢ 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. If your proposal is accepted, that apportionment 
will be made in July, and then, for instance, a State could have the 
last 6 months of this calendar year in which to let contracts and start 
work on the Interstate System against their 1960 apportionment. 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is any part of this $611 million or $801 million, in- 
crease you talk about, the result of moving up that announcement of 
the apportionment for 1960 from December 1958 to July 1958? 

Mr. Roruscnirp. Is there any part of it due to that? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. No, sir. 

Senator Casg. It must be. 

Mr. Roruscuip. No part of the $611 million is due to moving it up. 
No part of that increase is due to any change in the time of apportion- 
ment. That is just an accumulative effect of the : apportionments in 
the past. 

Senator Kerr. Could you give the committee an estimate of what 
the effect of the apportionment being made in July as against Decem- 
ber would be if not on the expenditures then on the actual construc- 
tion that could be anticipated and started at an earlier time by reason 
of moving up that apportionment date ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. xpenditures represent work that has been done. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. You are moving up your appor- 
tionment date from December to July, and that will turn the States 
loose to contract against the 1960 apportionment during the last 6 

months of this year instead of beginning the first 6 months of the next 
salendar year. 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That will have a good deal of impact, won’t it, on 
what will actually be going on in the States, the construction that will 
actually be getting under w ay ? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. Yes, it will. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a way to give us an estimate of the ex- 
tent of that? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I can give you a guess right now. 
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Senator Kerr. I am not sure but what we would be better off if 
more of those figures we got designated as estimates were so desig- 
nated. 

Without asking you the difference between a guess and an estimate, 
since the guess is w hat you want to give us, let’s have it. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I would say it would be somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of $90 to $100 million. 

Senator Case. All right, will the Senator yield for a question? 

Senator Kerr. I am through. 

Senator Gore. There is nothing in the law, is there Mr. Secretary, to 
require the Department of Commerce to w: ait until December to make 
the apportionment. You can do it now in July, under present law, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. If we had the money, yes. We don’t have the 
money. 

Senator Kerr. The so-called Byrd amendment—— 

Senator Gore. Because of the trust fund / 

Senator Kerr. Which is actually the Humphrey amendment, if 
you want to get the proposal identified—because I was there when 
the child was delivered from the parent to the one who became the 
author—I think it operates in such a way that you can’t make that 
apportionment until December, can you ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. I think that is a matter of law, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Revercoms. And the administration bill remedies that by 
suspending that provision for years. 

Senator Kerr. I would by repealing it. 

Senator Revercoms. No, by suspending it for 3 years. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say that the Senator from Oklahoma has 
introduced an amendment to repeal that section. 

Senator Gore. The bill which I have introduced makes it possible 
for the administration to apportion 1959 apportionments immediately 
upon enactment of the act. 

Senator Kerr. It would be 1960 apportionments. 

Senator Gore. No, this is supplemental 1959. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Senator Gore. I think that your lawyer must take another look. 
You have said that disbursement to the States could be accomplished 
prior to the beginning of fiscal year 1960. I really don’t think that 
when you examine the law carefully that that will be possible ; because 
how can you disburse to a State something to which it is not legally 
entitled?’ The entitlement arises out of the apportionment. I don’t 
wish to split any legal hairs here, but I do think that you had better 
take another look at that. 

Mr. Auten. I am J. C. Allen. The apportionments are kept on a 
cumulative basis, and we cannot pay to a State a sum greater than 
the apportionments that have been made to that State for those fiscal 
years. 

In other words, we could not pay to the State of Tennessee an 
amount greater than the sum of all apportionments through the fiscal 
year 1959 before the beginning of the fiscal year 1960. 

Senator Gore. Now that is a little different answer. I think I 
agree with you. I think I agree with you. 
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Mr. ALLEN. But we do obligate the 1960 money, which would be ap- 
portioned in July under the administration proposal. 

Senator Gorr. I am not talking about that. I asked earlier if you 
meant obligations or disbursement. Now you are giving us the correct 
answer. It was an incorrect answer that we had earlier. 

In my humble opinion. 

Mr. Aten. We don’t keep the accounting records separately by 
fiscal years. We keep them on a cumulative basis, so that we do not 
spend more than through the 1959 fiscal year apportionment to the 
State of Tennessee before July 1, 1959. 

Senator Gore. I understand what you mean. If a State has not 
used up all of its 1959 apportionment—— 

Mr. Auten. By expenditure. 

Senator Gore. By expenditure, it can use that unaccrued part for 
actual expenditure on a project though the project be a part of the 
1960 apportionment ? 

Mr. Auten. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Gore. I agree with you thoroughly there. 

I would like to ask 1 or 2 more questions and I will desist. 

You say that you suspend it for 3 years. Senator Kerr said he 
proposes an amendment to repeal it. 

What will happen under your proposal at the end of that 3-year 
period ? 

Mr. Rorncuitp. We expect to come up sometime between now and 
then with some other legislation, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. You would trust the Congress to enact legislation 
which it deemed in the public interest in that - regard ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Then which, on the other hand, do you hasten to 
say that if the Congress advances funds on the ABC system, that it 
will amount to 100 percent financing because you say Congress will 
not later require or permit deductions from Federal apportionments ? 
Would you not in that instance, too, be willing to trust the Congress 
to enact legislation which it deemed to be in the public interest ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I simply go on history at this point, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Gore. I don’t mind you going on history. I am just asking 
you if you wouldn’t be willing to trust the C ongress in both instances 
alike. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Out of $200 million which was appropriated in 
the Thirties 

Senator Gore. I am not asking you. I know what the history is. 
Which do you trust the Congress in the one instance by depleting the 
trust fund and leaving the Humphrey-Bennett amendment in the 
law—is that correct 

Senator Kerr. I want to tell you that you have correctly identified 
that offspring. 

Senator Case. Has Senator Byrd denied the paternity ? 

Senator Kerr. No, sir, but I want to tell you that his association 
with it was after its birth and not prior thereto. [Laughter.] 

Senator Case. Is he the stepfather ? 

Senator Krrr. No, sir: he is the foster father and he has adopted 
it as though it had been his own child. 
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Senator Casr. It is written into the law? 

Senator Kerr. It is. 

Senator Case. Then maybe it is a legal adoption. 

Senator Kerr. No; it is a legal enactment of the law. I want to 
tell you that I will never admit that it was a legal adoption parent- 
wise of either origin. 

Senator Casz. I understand you will fight for it. 

Senator Kerr. I don’t think there is the slightest doubt of that. 

Senator Gore. You get my point. You are unwilling to trust the 
Congress in one instance, and entirely willing to trust it in the other. 
I am willing to trust it in both instances though I might have a pref- 
erence. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I would think that any American would be in a 
very bad position if he didn’t trust the Congress implicitly in all in- 
stances. 

Senator Gore. So far as I am concerned, I would like to conclude 
by saying that I welcome your suggestions and the suggestions of the 
administration. 

Insofar as it goes, it is a good start. But it is inadequate to place 
the interstate highway program back on schedule, from which it 
should never have been removed, and it provides no acceleration 
whatsover, despite our widespread unemployment, of the primary, 
secondary, and urban highway programs. 

It seems to me that the highway programs have had sufficient ad- 
vance planning that a public improvement program on them can be 
accomplished more readily than on any other public works program, 
and that perhaps, in this instance, a larger percentage of the expendi- 
ture will go into employment of people | than any other which we can 
undertake. It will provide permanent public improvement from 
which the whole Nation would benefit in the long run as well as in 
the short run. 

Therefore, insofar as I am concerned, I welcome your suggestion 
insofar as it goes, but shall attempt to go further. 

Senator Case? 

Mr. Roruscuiitp. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on your last 
statement ? 

Senator Gore. Yes, indeed. This is the place for comment. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. One of the purposes of the insertion of that next 
to the last paragraph on page 5 of my statement was to indicate—that 
is the paragraph we have been discussing at some length—to indi- 
cate what effect the various possibilities would have on the economic 
situation. 

Surely there will be a great change in our economic pattern be- 
tween now and July 1, 1959. This little lull we are hav ing has al- 
ready run 6 or 8 months, and these things have a habit of running, 
except in one instance, I believe, a reason: ably short length of time. 
It could be assumed, therefore, that this one would be out of its pres- 
ent position by July 1, 1959. 

Senator Kerr. Up or down ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Up, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Can we depend on that ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I have stated that as an assumption. I am not 
prophesying. 
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The difference, therefore, of contribution to the employment pic- 
ture, would be the signific: ant factor between these three programs, 
and any contribution which is to be m: ade, if it be of maximum value, 
should be made, in our judgment, prior to July 1, 1959. 

We have indicated here what the difference is. The difference 
between the administration program and your program is, as has been 
pointed out, a few percentage points. We seem to think that the ad- 
ministration proposal would be going far enough in that direction 
if this is pointed at relief of current economic troubles. 

Senator Kerr. Recession? Is that what you called it? What do 
you call it? 

Mr. Rornscum. I think “recession” is a good name for it. 

Senator Kerr. That is what you think is an accurate name for it? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You have touched on a matter that everybody has a 
lot of interest in. Would you undertake to document your assumption 
with the same zeal that Mr. Tallamy is going to document the rela- 
tionship between contract-letting and estimate figures ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuip. Which point would you like me to document ? 

Senator Kerr. The duration of this recession and the change that 
is to come upward. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I could again refer you to history and do a docu- 
mentation from that point of view. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I was afraid of. I was afraid that your 
forecast was historical in origin, and, therefore, unreliable in fact. 
| Laughter.| | But, if you do have a documentation for it, Mr. Secre- 
tary, a3 for one, would be tremendously happy to have you give it 
to us. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I believe I could sell it pretty widely, Senator 
Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. You mean if you could. 

Mr. Roruscuip. If it were 

Senator Kerr. I believe he not only has repudiated his statement; 
[ believe he is abandoning his assumption. | Laughter. ] 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, let me comment that, in mat- 
ters of forecast for the future on any subject, I know of no better 
documentation than history. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case. I would like to ask some questions about the matter 
of the effect upon the economy. First, before I go into that and some 
other matters relating to the presentation and your bill, I should like 
to ask you when was the Interstate System removed from schedule? 
In your statement, when you were summing up, you referred to it as 
having been removed from schedule. When was it removed from 
schedule ¢ 

Senator Gore. Upon presentation of the President’s budget. 

Senator Casr. There was no legislative enactment involved there. 

Senator Gore. Nor was there any recommendation to add additional 
revenues to the trust fund which, under the law, was necessary in 
order to keep the Interstate and Defense Highway program on 
schedule. 

Senator Casr. There was no rescission of apportionments. There 
has been no rescission of apportionments. We are not yet into fiscal 
1959, and the apportionments—— 
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Senator Gore. But it applies to fiscal 1959. 

Senator Casr. The apportionments have been made for fiscal 1959, 
and they are fully effective. 

Senator Gore. That is true, insofar as apportionments for fiscal 
1959. 

Senator Case. There has been no suggestion anywhere that there 
will be any failure to honor any projects or bills submitted by the 
States, or contracts let under the apportionments for fiscal 1959. 

Senator Gore. I don’t think that anyone would make such sugges- 
tion. 

Senator Casr. As far as I am concerned, the Interstate System is 
on schedule, as of today. Y our apportionments have been made for 
fiscal 1958; we are now in fiscal 1958; they have been made for fiscal 
1959 and there is no intention to rescind them, and the Treasury ex- 
pects to honor any apportionments made for fiscal 1959. 

Senator Gore. Senator, you are perfectly welcome, of course, and 
have a right to assume or presume that the Interstate Highway pro- 
gram is on schedule, but that is an assumption which is not shared 
either by the President or the Secretary of Commerce or by me. 

Senator Case. Let’s find out about that. Mr. Tallamy, when you 
came up here earlier this year, what did you tell us with respect to the 
rate of obligation on the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Nationwide, the Interstate System obligations were 
$118 million ahead of what we estimated for the first 18 months. 

Senator Case. Would that indicate to you that the interstate was 
off schedule ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No; it would not. 

Senator Casr. It was $118 million ahead of the estimated schedule 
of obligations? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That’s right. 

Senator Case. Have you made any recommendation, or has Mr. 
Rothschild made any recommendation, which would prevent the 
honoring of obligations made under either of the apportionments for 
1958 or fiscal 1959 ? 

Mr. Tautamy. No, sir. 

Senator Case. We are here in the committee this year considering 
the matter of apportionments for fiscal 1960 and 1961, are we not? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Case. Yes; I will yield. 

Senator Kerr. I think it is entirely possible that the assumption 
by the Senator from Tennseess as to its being off schedule had to do 
with the information that had come to him, and I am sure to all of 
us, that the Department would not be in position to make the appor- 
tionment for 1960 until December, instead of making it early in the 
fiscal year 1959, as had been the custom. 

I think his conclusion was based upon the realization that, if that 
apportionment were not announced and were not made until Decem- 
ber of 1958, that would, of itself, throw the program off schedule 
when the highway departments got around to committing against the 
1960 a pportionment. 

Senator Case. I have no objection to saying that, if you project 
yourself into the situation after July 1, 1958, unless we take some 
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action here, the amount of money in the trust fund as of July or 
August might not put the Secretary in the position then to make ap- 
portionments for fiscal 1960 or 1961. But we haven’t reached that 
yet. And the whole purpose of our considering highway legislation 
at this session of the Congress is so that the Secretary can make his 
apportionments for 1960 and 1961, for the biennial. 

Senator Kerr. Can he make it for 2 years? 

Senator Casr. Yes; he does. We set up in our biennial highway 
acts the rate of apportionment for a biennium of time. In 1956, we 
authorized the apportionments for 1958 and 1959. 

Senator Kerr. The apportionment you are talking about making 

December of this year; would that be for 1960 and 19612 

Mr. Roruscuitp. 1960. 

Senator Kerr. I think that is right, Senator. 

Senator Case. As far as our legisl: ative history is concerned, in the 
kill that we pi assed we set up and make the : apportionments for 2 years 
on the ABC systems, and it is contemplated that in this instance we 
might make it for 3 years on the Interstate System. 

Mr. Roruscump. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. And it was Mr. Tallamy himself—and no criticism 
is implied—who first made the public announcement in a speech at 
the American Road Builders’ convention, that, insofar as the 41,000 
miles is concerned, this would be a projected stretchout to 20 years. 
When you consider it with respect to the 41,000, it would be nearer 
24 years. So, I think this slowdown and this stretchout, Senator 
Case, is a reality and not a figment of my imagination. 

Senator Case. I am not saying that the stretchout would be a fig- 
ment of the Senator’s imagination, but the stretchout was evident, as 
far as that is concerned, in the act of 1956, because the act of 1956, 
in the revenue features, did not contemplate providing enough revenue 
to keep the apportionments at the apportionment schedule after the 
Byrd amendment was adopted. The only way in which the 1956 act 
contemplated that apportionments might keep pace with the schedule 
of apportionments was by the use of the section or paragraph 2, or 
9 (d)—whatever it was—which permitted making repayable advances. 

That was the form in which the bill was adopted by the House, 
where = revenue features started, and the so-called Byrd amend- 
ment, or Humphrey-Bennett amendment—however it may be desig- 
ni sted —was adopted later in the Senate, and in the conference there 
was no attempt to reconcile the disparity then created. 

The 1956 act, as passed by the House, contemplated that it would 
be possible to make the apportionments by using repayable advances 
and not by the actual receipts in the trust fund. 

Isn’t that correct, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator Gore. But neither the 1956 act nor any debate with respect 
thereto, as far as I am aware, contains any reference to, or any in- 
hibition or discouragement of apportionments from the general fund 
to the trust fund in sufficient amounts to maintain the original con- 
struction schedule; nor is there any such reference with respect to 
dedication to the trust fund of additional revenue from other high- 
way-user taxes. 
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That is why I say that the projected stretchout became a const upon 
the presentation of the President’s budget because the budget con- 
tained no recommendation, no physical planning for restoring, no 
means of restoring the program to its original construction schedule, 
but rather accepted and endorsed the stretchout schedule. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. Am I right in the statement, listening to this 
discussion, that as far as being on schedule is concerned in 1958 and 
1959, that the Interstate System is on schedule in construction for 
1958 and 1959 ? 

Senator Gore. Not on construction, Senator. It may be on obliga- 
tions for 1958. 

Senator Revercome. That is as far as they can go. It is on schedule 
as fast as the States can make it on obligations. Isn’t the purpose of 
the bills that are here, both of them, not to put it on schedule as far 
as the immediate time is concerned, but accelerate it ? 

Senator Kerr. Keep it from getting off schedule / 

Senator Revercoms. When you say “off schedule,” maybe to keep it 
from getting off schedule in 1960 or 1961 or some year in the future. 
But when we talk about meeting the unemployment situation, that is 
something of today, right now. Getting it back on schedule in 1960 
or 1961 may or may not affect it, depending upon the conditions at that 
time. 

It seems to me, from what has been said here, that so far as the Fed- 
eral Government is concerned, so far as the Department of Commerce 
is concerned, we are on schedule as far as we could possibly be on 
schedule in 1958 and 1959. 

Senator Gore, Fiscal 1958 and 1959 ? 

Senator Revercoms. Yes, aren’t we / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think since the time is what it is, 
I won’t have time to proceed with questioning that I have in mind 
unless we are going to run well into the afternoon. But since we have 
this particular point as to whether or not there is anything in the law 
which prevents the Secretary of Commerce from making apportion- 
ments, I think perhaps we ought to read into the hearings here this 
sentence out of the amendment to the paternity which has been dis- 
cussed here this morning : 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall from time to time, after consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce, estimate the amounts which will be available in the 
highway trust fund (excluding repayable advances) to defray the expenditures 
which will be required to be made from such fund. In any case in which the 
Secretary of the Treasury determines that, after all other expenditures required 
to be made from the highway trust fund have been defrayed, the amounts which 
will be available in such fund (excluding repayable advances) will be insufficient 
to defray the expenditures which will be required as a result of the apportionment 
to the States of the amounts authorized to be appropriated for any fiscal year for 
the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of the Inte rstate System, he 
shall so advise the Secretary of Commerce and shall further advise the Secretary 
of Commerce as to the amount which, after all other expenditures required to be 
made from such fund have been defrayed, will be available in such fund (exclud- 
ing repayable advances) to defray the expenditures required as a result of appor- 
tionment to the States of Federal-aid highway funds for the Interstate System 
for such fiscal year. 
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The next sentence is the one which I think would modify what the 
chairman has suggested with regard to the requirement in the law: 

The Secretary of Commerce shall determine the percentage which such amount 
is of the amount authorized to be appropriated for such fiscal year for the 
construction, reconstruction, or improvement of the Interstate System and, not- 
withstanding any other provisions of law, shall thereafter apportion to the 
States for such fiscal year for the construction, reconstruction, or improvement 
of the Interstate System, in lieu of the amount which but for the provisions of 
this subsection would be so apportioned, the amount obtained by multiplying the 
amount authorized to be appropriated for such fiscal year by such percentage. 

That sentence, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, places a restriction 
upon the Secretary of Commerce. He may not, under that language, 
apportion to the States an amount greater than that indicated by 
applying the percentage derived as indicated in the law. 

‘There is a restriction in the law as to what he can apportion. He 
has complied with the law in the apportionments up to this time. He 
made full apportionments for fiscal 1958 and 1959. They are still 
operative. But it is up to this Congress to do something to modify 
that if we want the apportionments to be made in keeping with the 
apportionments contemplated. 

Mr. Chairman, I have quite a line of questions I wanted to ask with 
regard to the job-making features of the Interstate System, and also 
the ABC system. 

Senator Gore. Go ahead. 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, have you or Mr. Tallamy, or anyone 
on the staff here, made any translation of dollars on the Interstate 
System into man-hours of work ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Here are some figures which may answer your 
question, Senator Case. 

In 1959 the ABC system will be responsible, under the administra- 
tion proposal, for 209,000 man-years of work. The Interstate System 
will be responsible for 195,000 man-years of work. 

Senator Case. How much money is involved in that recommenda- 
tion for 1959 for the ABC ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. This is calculated on the basis of about $18,000 
per year for 1 man-year of direct employment on the job site. . 

Senator Case. $18,000? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That produces 1 man-year of employment ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. On the ABC system ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. On both systems. 

Senator Case. Do you mean to say that a Federal dollar on the 
Interstate System produces as many hours of work as a Federal dollar 
on an ABC system ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir; I believe so. 

Senator Casr. Let’s back up. When you spend a dollar on the 
Interstate System what is the total expenditure for roadbuilding? 

Mr. Tartamy. I understand what you are saying now. The total 
cost per man-year is, in my opinion, the same for both ABC and the 
Interstate System. 

Senator Kerr. Regardless of who furnishes the money ? 

Mr. Tatnamy. Regardless of who furnishes the money. And these 
figures which the Secretary has given the committee are based upon 
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the total cost, including the amount of money that the States would 
be contributing. 

Senator Cas. We have the problem here, Mr. Tallamy, of deter- 
mining where we are going to put our dollars, and right now the 
country is concerned with how much employment will be created by 
the doilars we spend. When you said you got my point, you recog- 
nized that when we spend a dollar on the Interstates System or when 
we spend 90 cents on the Interstate System that the States only put 
up 10 cents to make a dollar’s work of work. 

When we put out a dollar for the ABC system, the States put 
up another dollar, so you get $2 worth of work 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes. The Federal cost would be $9,000 per man- 
year instead of $18,000 on the ABC. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case, may I read a paragraph from a letter 
from General Prentiss, head of the American Road Builders’ Associ- 
ation ? 

Senator Casg. Yes. 

Senator Gore. I will put this letter in the record at the conclusion 
of your interrogation. The paragraph reads: 

The employment values in highway construction are generally recognized. 
These may be expressed in several ways but we believe it is significant to put 
it this way: For each $1 billion put into highway construction, 5,715,000 work- 
weeks (40-hour weeks) of employment are provided in on-site and direct off-site 
work. Another way to express it is that for each $1 billion invested in road- 
building 228,600,000 man-hours of work are provided. 

Senator Case. I am certainly glad to have those figures brought in 
here. 

The statement was made I believe by General Prentiss, when he was 
before us the last time, that he felt that the ABC sy stem would be 
productive of employment in greater degree in relation to dollars 
than the Interstate System. 

The committee had some interesting testimony from Governor 
Roberts, of Rhode Island, on the 21st of February. At one point he 
said: 

In Rhode Island, for example, the next step planned on the Interstate System 
is a downtown Providence loop which involves $16 million in right-of-way con- 
demnation costs before construction can start. Rhode Island had planned to 
take this in stride on the basis of the amount of Federal interstate allotments 
in fiscal 1958 and 1959. 

To what extent will dollars that go into the Interstate System in 
these initial years be used in rights-of-way acquisition ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. About 3614 percent. 

Senator Casr. Thirty-six and one-half percent ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casg. Goes to right-of-way ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. That is our experience so far. 

Senator Case. What percentage of your ABC money goes to rights- 
of-way ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Six percent. 

Senator Casr. Are you referring there to the Federal dollar? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Senator Case. Then wouldn’t those figures modify the figures you 
had earlier given me? 

Mr. Tattamy. In connection with employment ? 
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Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. Tattamy. I doubt that the ABC program would furnish actual- 
ly more total man-years of employment than the Interstate System, 
because of the character of work that is generally applied to the ABC 
program as compared to the interstate. The interstate will have many 
more structures, it will involve frequently much more utility reloca- 
tion, and the ty pe of work which involves carpenters and steelworkers 
and others of the mechanical skills to a greater extent than the ABC 
program. 

I believe that the increase in mechanical trades for that type of 
work will compensate for the difference in cost of the right-of-way. 

Senator Casz. For the 30-percent difference in the cost of the right- 
of-way ? 

Mr. TatuAmy. I would think so, because there is a great deal of 
employment, too, in the right-of-way in the Interstate System, par- 
ticularly in the urban areas where there is a great deal of demolition 
that has to take place. 

It is my opinion only—and I am not basing it on any survey—and I 
will endeavor to make a survey of it to check the figures that 

Senator Case. In any event there is a difference then of 6 percent 
as against 36 percent for the relative rights-of-way cost on ABC and 
the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, there is, for the first year. 

Senator Casr. For the first year ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Look at it from the standpoint of affecting employ- 
ment, we are thinking now of the immediate situation. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Even if that 30-percent difference—which is a very 
substantial difference—could be accounted for by the greater amount 
of labor required for construction of structures and in the ways you 
have just described—it still would not modify the fact that on the 
ABC system for every Federal dollar there is another dollar provided 
by the local interests. 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is quite correct. 

May I add one thing, Senator, before we get off that subject, and 
that is that the $18,000 per man-year cost, which I gave, was the cost 
for on-site employment. If one is to consider the off-site employment 
furnishing the direct requirements of the job for materials and equip- 
ment it would double. So that the cost per man-year would be 
reduced by one-half. In other words, if you consider the man-years 
cost on the site and off the site, giving the direct support necessary 
for the advancement of the job, and you do include both of those 
employments, then the man-year cost is about $9,000. 

Senator Casr. Has the Bureau of Public Roads given consideration 
to any recommendation in the field of augmenting or increasing the 
rate of expenditure on the ABC system ? 

Mr. Roruscniip. Our recommendations run contrary to that, Sena- 
tor Case. We are proposing that under the 1960 and 1961 biennium 
that the expenditures are held to $900 million for those 2 years, and 
that the automatic $25 million increase be set aside in 1961. 
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Senator Case. I don’t know that it is really automatic, but the indi- 
cated precedent 

Mr. Roruscuip. For that year; yes. We would apply it to 1960 
but not apply it again to 1961. 

Senator Case. That is when it gets to the $900 million level you 
would freeze it at that point 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Would you care to state the reason for that? Is it 

a policy reason or a fiscal reason ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It is based on this, I believe, sir: Since there ap- 
pears to be an insufficient amount of funds available in the trust fund 
to do both the interstate and ABC programs, as authorized, that there 
should be a balance kept between the two, and we feel that a balance 
would be maintained if the ABC figure were kept at $900 million for 
these 2 years. 

Senator Case. Have you given any thought to the imbalance created 
with respect to the relationship between the primary and secondary 

systems by reason of the fact that the great increase in the Interstate 

System has picked up a portion of the primary system and dedicated 
it to receive a special fund? That is, if we had not stepped up the 
Interstate System from the $175 million level at which it was carried 
in fiscal 1955 and 1956 or thereabouts, to the billion dollar level or the 
$1,700 million level, or even the $2 billion level of the 1956 act, that 
mileage which is on the Interstate System would have been built 
lar gely as a part of the primary system. 

Mr. Roruscump. The Interstate System under any method 
financing is a part of the primary system, Senator. 

Senator Casr. Yes, and when you give it a couple of billion dollars 
a year—$2,000 million a year—haven’t you greatly augmented the 
funds for the primary system ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuip. Indeed you have, for that portion of the primary 
system which is also designated as the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. And relatively therefore, the secondary system is not 
keeping pace with the development of the primary system when you 
speak of that as embracing the Interstate System. 

Mr. Roruscump. Except that all studies would indicate that the 
need for the Interstate System is so great as to make that a warranted 
position. 

Senator Caspr. I think that varies somewhat with the different 
States. We recognize that needs in the States vary, and that is why 
we put in the transfer clause. 

By the way, have tables been entered showing the transfers from 
one fund to another under the transfer paragraph ¢ 

Have they been placed in the record during these hearings ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. No. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask permission that 
tables be placed in the record, to be supplied by the Bureau of Public 
Roads, which will show the transfers that have been made from one 
fund to another under the transfer clause of the 1954 and 1956 acts. 
Under 1954 it was a 10-percent transfer permitted. Under 1956, 20- 
percent transfer. The table should show both the funds or the appor- 
tionments of the State from which the money is transferred, and the 
fund to which the money is transferred ; and by States. 
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Senator Gorr. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The table is as follows :) 


Federal-aid fund transfers approved pursuant to sec. 1 of 1954 act and sec. 102 
(c) of 1956 act—Total of Jan. 31, 1958 


l +a 


Class of fund 


Arizona 


Date of 
transfer 


Feb. 19, 1957 


Amount 
transferred 


$758, 608. 00 








From 


Primary 


To— 


Secondary. 


Do Apr. 28, 1955 200, 000.00 | Secondary-. Primary. 
Idaho Oct. 11, 1957 1, 325, 424.00 | Primary | Secondary, 
Illinois Apr. 8, 1957 1, 212,917.00 | Urban Primary. 

Do May 27, 1957 2, 977, 153. 00 G0... Do. 

Do Apr. 8, 1957 219, 823. 00 | do £ Do. 
Indiana Apr. 10, 1957 500, 000. 00 | Secondary. Do. 

Do Aug. 20, 1957 124, 000. 00 do ; Do. 

Do Jan. 9, 1958 750, 000. 00 |. do ---| Urban. 
Iowa Nov. 4, 1954 668, 553.70 | Urban Primary. 
Kentucky Aug. 10, 1955 179, 000, 00 do “a Secondary. 

Do do 304, 000.00 | Primary-- Do. 

Do May 4,1956 180, 000.00 | Urban Do. 

Do do 306, 000.00 | Primary | Do. 
Minnesota June 8, 1955 1, 028, 970.00 | Secondary- | Primary. 
Missouri Dec. 8, 1954 1, 386, 863. 80 ~t@0.-c<as-}) DPDGRy 
Montana Tay 17, 1957 197, 039. 00 ee eS Do. 
Nebraska June 9, 1954 | 611, 386. 00 do.........| Primary. 
New Jersey Dec. 16, 1954 193, 809. 00 do em Do. 
North Dakota | July 19, 1957 386, 000.00 | Primary--- | Secondary. 

Do Jan. 17,1958 771, 500. 00 do Do. 
Oklahoma Dec. 30, 1955 970, 178.00 | Secondary Do. 

Do Nov. 6, 1956 1, 331, 687. 00 do__. ‘ Do. 
Oklahoma do 903, 021.00 | Urban Do. 
Pennsylvania Sept. 24, 1954 737, 592.00 | Secondary Do. 

Do . Nov. 18, 1955 737, 845. 00 Dianne Do. 

Do Jan. 24, 1958 1, 869, 687. 00 se coc ael Do. 
Rhode Island May 14, 1957 255, 000. 00 do Do. 
Utah Jan. 11, 1955 150, 000. 00 do Do. 

Do do 73, 000. 00 do _..| Urban. 
Vermont. July 8, 1954 59, 130.00 | Primary-- .-- Secondary. 

Do do 20, 895.00 | Urgan Do. 


West Virginia-- 


Total-.-- 


Summary 


Class of fund transferred 


Primary 
Secondary 


Urban 


Total 


June 14, 1956 


466, 804. 00 


Secondary ----- 


of approved fund transfers 


Primary 


$9, 176, 958. 00 
5, 981, 467. 70 


15, 158, 425. 70 


Amounts transferred to— 


Secondary 


$3, 910, 662 
379, 895 


4, 290, 557 


Urban 


$2, 406, 902. 80 


2, 406, 902. 80 


Primary. 


Total 


$3, 910, 662. 00 
11, 583, 860. 80 

6, 361, 362. 70 
21, 855, 885. 50 


Senator Casr. The table handed me is dated February 26, 1958. 
It lists several States, and I assume that is a complete list of the States 
which have availed themselves of the transfer clause. 

Mr. Atten. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. I think the breakdown by States will be interesting 


to the members of the committee. 


On totals here I notice that the 


amount ‘transferred to the primary system totals $15,158,000, the 
amount transferred to the secondary system totals $4,290,000, to the 


urban $2,406,000. 
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Would you say, Mr. Tallamy, that that reflects the interest of the 
several States and their own estimate of their needs for the allocation 
in the different funds ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, I would think so. 

Senator Case. This has been done entirely by the States at their 
own requests ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Not on any initiation or suggestion by the Bureau ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Not tomy knowledge. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, that is a very interesting table. 

Coming back to this matter of expenditure, I was enlightened 
considerably by the efforts of the Senator from California and the 
Senator from Oklahoma, but still there is an area or two at which 
it is a little shadowy to me. 

Senator Gore. He is going to try. 

Senator Kerr. I will guarantee he will make a contribution to the 
sum total of information obt: ained, and I will be grateful to him for 
it. 

Senator Cass. It may not be helpful to others, but it may make it 
possible for me to get the picture. 

Mr. Secretary, ‘when you said “it should be borne in mind that 
Federal expenditures under present law will be advanced $811 mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1959 as against fiscal year 1958,” you meant that 
that would happen regardless of what we may do in new legis- 
lation ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. That is correct. 

Senator Case. That will happen under present law ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. That will be true, I assume, for 2 reasons: (1) be- 
cause the apportionments for 1959 are greater than 1958; and (2) 
because the program will have gotten rolling and there will be great- 
er commitments for that reason? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right, sir. 

Senator Case. When you say expenditures, do you use that term 
as expressing the demands upon the Treasury for cash because of 
maturing bills under contracts let by the State highway commis- 
sions ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Do you use an index figure to indicate for you how 
much will mature in bills to be paid by reason of the apportionments 
made? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I don’t know whether we include an index. We 
do have a substantial experience of over 40 years, and these estimates 
are gotten up on the basis of that experience. 

Senator Casr. On the basis of that experience? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. And these figures of themselves, like $611 million, 
or $801 million, or $940 million, are not figures which are fixed by 
law, but represent your experience interpretation of how many dollars 
the Treasury will be asked to expend on the basis of the apportion- 
ments made? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. That is correct. 

Senator Case. So that when you use the phrase that the expendi- 
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tures will be advanced or that this figure would increase, that is not 
the direct prescription of the law that they will increase that much, 
but they are your interpretation of what bills payable will be pre- 
sented fo the Treasury as a result of indicated apportionments ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you. I think that settles it as far as I am 
concerned. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. I have no questions. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, may I try out a little arithmetic 
on Senator Kerr, whose mathematical prowess has been shown on 
more than one occasion this morning ¢ 

Senator Gore. You do it at your own risk. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Senator, I have been doing a little figuring here. 
It seems to me if you started when the original estimate of the Inter- 
state System was made, if you start at 100 and add 37 percent to it, 
you come to a figure of 137. 

Now, accepting the tentative figure of the Bureau of Public Roads 
that contracts are being let at 9 percent 

Senator Kerr. Make it easier for both of us to figure and say they 
are being let at 10 percent and you will have 14 from 137 which will 
get you down to 12: 3, which would be about 23 above the estimate in 
the 1956 law. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is exactly what I was going to do. 
[Laughter. ] 

Let’s go one step further and take Governor Harriman’s figure, 
and again take the 137 figure and deduct a 25 percent. That would 
add up to—— 

Senator Kerr. But we don’t know that the estimates of Governor 
Harriman were identical with the 13 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I think he did testify to that effect. 

Senator Kerr. Did he? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then good, if he did, then your assumption is valid.. 


Mr. Roruscuitp, That will result in a reduction of 3414 points, 25 
percent of 137. 

Senator Kerr. Right. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That would bring the new cost of the system, if 
the Governor’s estimates are correct, down to 10234 

Senator Kerr. Percent of the 1956. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Of the 1954 figure. 

Senator Kerr. Of the figures included in the 1956 act. 

Senator Gore. 1955. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Of the figures included in the 1956 act. 

Mr. Rornuscuinp. Yes. 

Because there is such a wide variance there, that is one of the rea- 
sons which we think that anything which is done should be done on 
a basis that would subject it to review at a nearby period by Congress. 

Senator Kerr. I agree with that certainly, Mr. Secretary, but I am 
influenced to make this observation : 

The wide variance that is before us and to which you have appro- 
priately referred would also, it seems, persuade us to not only bear in 
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mind the conclusion that you reached but also cause all of us, both 
the Depatrment and the Congress, to examine the estimate brought 
here in January and attempt to change it to the degree indicated ‘by 
subsequent studies and additional data and information based : 
nearly as possible upon today’s reality. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We would certainly be in favor of that. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in response to that question which 
was implied in Senator Kerr’s query with respect to which estimates 
Governor Harriman was talking about, Governor Harriman referred 
that question to Mr. Truax and he said, “I will have to check. Do 

ou know that?” Mr. Truax said, “Our interstate estimates were 
rought up to date this year in accordance with the congressional 
request for a study of all that. 

Senator Kerr. I had antic inated that, but I had supposed that the 
New York estimates were among the figures used by the Department 
when it arrived at an overall estimate of: 37-percent increase, and I had 
not contemplated that the New York estimate either was the only one 
that they included, nor had I contemplated the possibility that the 
New York estimate would be identical with the averaging obtained 
by the Bureau of all. 

Senator Casr. I don’t assume that they would be representative 
necessarily, but I did pursue that to identify that they were talking 
about these estimates. 

Senator Kerr. They were talking about their estimate. 

Senator Case. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Developed in accordance with the request of the 
Bureau for a revised estimate by the New York Department of High- 
ways. 

Senator Casr. “How did those project-cost estimates compare with 
the estimates that were estimated to the Bureau of Public Roads in 
response to the request for estimates on which the new apportionments 
will be made?” That was the question I asked. And we ran it down. 

Senator Kerr. You asked him about the New York estimates. 

Senator Casz. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Is there anything further, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Tallamy, anything further ¢ 

Mr. Tatuamy. No, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Who is this gentleman ? 

Mr. Auten. J. C. Allen, Assistant Commissioner for Administra- 
tion. 

Senator Kerr. I want to see you. I have a high respect for the 
sum total of your knowledge, and I want to get a little of your infor- 
mation. 

Are you recessing / 

The Cuatrman. I[ was about to observe that former Senator Lucas 
just came in. He left very able testimony for the record yesterday, 
and I wanted to know if he has anything else to present. 

Mr. Lucas. I don’t believe that I have, Mr. Chairman. I believe 
I shall stand on the statement I made yesterday through the manu- 
script submitted and ask that that be incorporated in the record. 
You have had long hearings. 
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The CuHarrmMan. That has been done. 

Mr. Lucas. I think I said in the first hearing you had, and the 
manuscript I submitted yesterday, that that will be sufficient. 

Senator Kerr. Do I understand that you want it inserted in the rec- 
ords, but no more, or did you have in mind including in that request 
that o- contents of it be considered by the committee 

Mr. Lucas. I should hope that the committee would consider the 
contents of it, Senator Kerr, and Iam sure they will. I hope they do, 
because I think it is very good, if I do say so, my self. 

The Cuamman. I want to place in the record a letter to Governor 
MeNichols, of Colorado, and the resolution passed unanimously by the 
western conference of governors, which is attached. Also a letter 
from General Prentiss. 

(The communications referred to are as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
March 10, 1958. 
Hon. STEVE McNICHOLS, 
Governor of Colorado, 
Denver, Colo. 


DEAR GOVERNOR McNICHOLS: Thank you so much for your letter of March 5. 

I will insert the resolution adopted by the western governors’ conference in 
the record of the hearings before the Public Roads Subcommittee. 

The subcommittee will begin executive sessions on Wednesday, and I certainly 
hope we can reach agreement on a bill to accelerate the highway program. 

Your testimony before the subcommittee was most effective, and I am sincerely 
grateful for your interest in this program. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT GORE. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE WESTERN GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CoLo., FEBRUARY 26, 1958 


II. COMPLETION OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


Whereas the Nation is now in a period of unprecedented international stress ; 
and 

Whereas the System of Interstate and Defense Highways is essential to the 
national defense ; and 

Whereas the development of a national road system will not only meet defense 
needs, but will serve to aid in the strengthening of the national economy ; and 

Whereas the early completion of the System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways will do much to curtail highway fatalities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the western governors’ conference urges the completion of the 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways not later than the year 1972; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That all Federal highway user taxes be placed in the Federal high- 
way trust fund to insure the completion of the program within the next 13 years; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That, in construction of the System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways, more consideration be given by the Bureau of Public Roads to the needs 
and views of local communities and the recommendations of State authorities. 


AMERICAN Roap BurtLpers’ ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 11, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 
My Dear SENATOR GorE: Our association desires to go on record in firm sup- 
port of the objectives of your bill, 8S. 3414, introduced on March 6, 1958. 
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Your bill provides for a revised legislative schedule of Federal fund authoriza- 
tions for the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways which is 
aimed to provide the funds necessary to complete the expressway network in 
the period of time stipulated in title I of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

Recognizing that unemployment is rising in some areas of our country, you 
have asked in 8S. 3414 for a special authorization of Federal highway aid, apart 
from the regular program, in the amount of $450 million for primary, secondary, 
and urban projects; further, that an equal sum of $450 million be advanced 
as a total grant to the States, to be repaid out of future apportionments for 
these roads, beginning in 1964. These funds are to be applied to afford wide 
employment opportunities, beginning in this calendar year. 

We subscribe to both of the foregoing aims. 

In testifying twice before your subcommittee in recent days (February 25, 1958, 
and March 7, 1958) our association endeavored to make it clear that all branches 
of the highway industry are ready, willing and able to carry out a roadbuilding 
program of double the present volume. We wish, with this statement, to in- 
corporate by reference the details of our testimony on the dates mentioned 
above. 

Senator, you and your subcommittee have displayed an intense and continuing 
interest in the provision of safe and efficient roads and streets for our country. 
You recognize the urgency for this construction in the interests of military and 
civil defense. You know that an adequate highway transportation system will 
be the lifeblood of America in the years immediately ahead. 

The employment values in highway construction are generally recognized. 
These may be expressed in several ways but we believe it is significant to put it 
this way: For each $1 billion put into highway construction, 5,715,000 workweeks 
(40-hour weeks) of employment are provided in on-site and direct off-site work. 
Another way to express it is that for each $1 billion invested in roadbuilding 228,- 
600,000 man-hours of work are provided. 

Expanded work on Federal-aid ABC projects can go forward promptly and 
acceleration of the building of the Interstate Highway System can also be accom- 
plished provided adequate funds are made available in advance. All of this, 
of course, requires a heavy measure of public understanding and support and 
ceaseless inte. governmental cooperation. 

We feel certain that the purposes of your bill are sound and, when put into 
effect, will result in a capital investment of immeasurable value to the United 
States and all its people. 

Very sincerely yours, 

















































LoutIs W. PRENTISS, 
Major General, USA (Retired), Executive Vice President. 

The Cuarrman. Is there anything further, Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. I have nothing further. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will recess until 9: 30 tomorrow for 
executive session. Thank you, Mr. Secretary and Mr. Tallamy. 

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
in executive session at 8:30 a. m., Wednesday, March 11, 1958.) 
(Additional communications received are as follows :) 





New Mexico State Highway ComMMISSION, 
STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Santa Fe, N. Mez., February 26, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DearR SENATOR CHAVEZ: It has come to our attention that various sources 
have suggested cutbacks in the Interstate Highway program; have been con- 
cerned at the findings of increased cost by reason of more accurate needs esti- 
mates; have suggested redistribution of funds to favor those who have so far 
made greater progress; or have brought forth other proposals which could result 
only in detriment to the program as a whole. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 initiated a program of highway im- 
provement which is to be of incalculable value to our Nation because the facil- 
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ities to be provided are without question essential to the future economy and 
well-being of this country. While it has been rather conclusively shown that 
the proposed System of Interstate Highways will many times pay their own 
way in direct benefit to the users, of far greater concern is the probable conse- 
quence to our economy if such system were inadequately developed, or if such 
development were unduly prolonged. 

The benefits which are to be realized from the improvement of the Inter- 
state System will not only be accelerated accordingly as the completion of the 
system is accelerated, but will be of greater eventual magnitude by reason of 
earlier accrual. Studies concerned with the projection of future traffic on this 
system reveal that even the most conservative estimates must anticipate very 
large factors of increase directly related to the size and extent of the com- 
pleted system. As the various segments of the system are developed, the traffic 
volumes will multiply because of greater areas of improved service. Increased 
traffic and overall benefit are directly related, and no State can realize its ulti- 
mate benefit from the improved system until after all States have completed 
their portions of it. In consequence, it is our belief that every effort to detract 
in any way from the interstate program as conceived should be most strongly 
resisted, and every rational means of accelerating the completion of the system 
should be exploited. 

Efficient utilization of manpower and industrial resources may be expected 
to result only if the program may be executed as a continuing effort, without 
arbitrary cutbacks or recessive influences. Fluctuating or sporadic prosecution 
of the work can greatly increase the eventual cost of the system, because the 
industry and its suppliers cannot efficiently schedule their operations. 

Some of the reports which have come to our attention seem to indicate that 
the sources are overawed by the size of the interstate program. While it is 
of course a very large proposal, the interstate phase is but a relatively small 
portion of the national highway needs which our Nation must be prepared to 
accomplish. The Interstate System is the essential network or trunkline system 
without which the other roads could not efficiently function, and is that sys- 
tem toward which Federal support may be most urgently and effectively di- 
rected. One of the principal reasons for the size of the program lies in the fact 
that itis overdue. Further delay can mean nothing but greater need. 

We most strongly urge that Congress take such steps as may be necessary to 
provide for the continuation of the Interstate Highway program as originally 
contemplated, and within the time schedule originally set in the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. D. WILSON, 
Chief Highway Engineer. 


HARRISBURG, Pa., March 14, 1958. 
Hon. Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


As of July 1, 1958, the Pennsylvania Department of Highways will have pro- 
gramed all existing allocations for Federal aid roads. Thus, Pennsylvania can 
absorb new funds immediately. 

I understand that there are several proposals this week to provide additional 
funds through the Bureau of Public Roads to the States for highway construc- 
tion. If such funds were available by July 1, the commencement of the next 
fiscal year, our backlog of plans is far enough advanced so that they would 
result in substantial additional contract letting before the end of the construction 
season. 

Therefore, may I respectfully urge your support of such legislation as will 
assure Pennsylvania sufficient funds to complete the Interstate System in Penn- 
sylvania within the contemplated 13-year period or sooner, and adequately 
support the increasingly important improvement of the ABC system. 


GEORGE M. LEADER, Governor. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
UXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Fronkfort, February 24, 1958. 


STATEMENT OF FORMER SENATOR ROBERT HUMPHREYS, OF KENTUCKY 


Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Roads of the Committee of Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Gore: Having had the opportunity of serving for a brief time 
on your subcommittee and enjoying that service and association with you and 
the other members of the committee very much, and also having been commis- 
sioner of highways in Kentucky, having been appointed as a member or as 
chairman of the Kentucky State Highway Commission 4 times over a period of 
more than 20 years, I feel that I have some knowledge of the situations in 
Kentucky and wish this statement to be admitted in the records of your 
committee. 

You already have in your files a very complete statement from Dr. James W. 
Martin, who is presently commissioner of highways in Kentucky, and this state- 
ment is only an extension of his statement. 

Kentucky has issued and sold sufficient highway bonds that for the first time 
in the history of Kentucky we will be able to match Federal funds in almost 
any amount available. I wish to stress this fact, that unemployment is begin- 
ning to be a serious situation in Kentucky, along with most of the other States 
of the Nation, that if additional funds are made available that our engineering 
facilities have now been improved, including aerial photography, and it is my 
belief that we can now take advantage of any funds made available. 

We not only need the roads provided for under this fine program, but we need 
the employment that it will give to so many people, both in the construction of 
the roads and the manufacture and preparation of materials. If additional 
Federal aid is made available, more effective employment objectives could be 
attained, as previous testimony before your committee has developed. I feel 
certain that this is true in most of our other States. It is my belief that under 
no circumstances should it be changed from a 13-year program to a 20-year 
program, that it should even be, if possible, speeded up so as to make it a pro- 
gram of less than 13 years instead of more than 13 years. 

Federal secondary money is the crying need in Kentucky, as our unemploy- 
ment and road needs are great in the mountainous and southern parts of 
Kentucky, where there is little interstate mileage. 

This statement is purposely made very brief, and by referring to the more 
complete statement of Dr. James W. Martin, the commissioner of highways in 
Kentucky, I think your committee can get the picture in Kentucky. 

If you or your committee should desire, and wish me to appear perosnally 
before the committee, I will return to Washington at any date named by you. 


Yours sincerely, 
ROBERT HUMPHREYS. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF E. C. YOKLEY, VICE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
MUNICIPALLY OWNED UTILITIES, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL LAW 
Orricers, RE 8S. 3150 


Secretary Weeks and Mr. Tallamy when they appeared before the Senate 
Roads Subcommittee on January 8 and 9, 1958, referred to an increase of ap- 
proximately $10 billion since 1956 in the estimates for building the Interstate 
System. On January 9, 1958, Senator Case asked Mr. Tallamy to what extent 
the cost of reimbursing utilities entered into the increase of estimates of the 
States for completing the Interstate System. Mr. Tallamy replied that the total 
increase in cost of utilities which also includes certain other costs to which he 
referred involves a 3-percent increase in costs. 

In order to offer some clarification of the amount of utility relocation costs, 
1 would like to call the committee’s attention to the statement of John A. Ten- 
brook for the Edison Electric Institute (hearings before the Committee on Public 
Works, House of Representatives, on H. R. 4260, Ist sess., 84th Cong., p. 948), 
Mr. Tenbrook analyzed the study made by the Secretary of Commerce (H. Doc. 

27) and found that total utility relocation costs were 2.5 percent of total high- 
way construction costs. He further found that under existing laws and practices 
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in Varlwus States two-fifths of this amount was presently reimbursed. Thus the 
amount of utility relocation costs involved in further provision for reimburse- 
ment was about 1.6 percent of total road construction costs. Since 1954, when 
the study was made by the Secretary of Commerce, the costs involved in relocat- 
ing utility facilities, has not, according to any information I have been able to 
obtain, increased substantially. The $10 billion increase in the estimates of 
cost of constructing the Interstate System caused by increased costs of rights-of- 
way acquisition and other increased costs should not be considered as reflecting 
a similar increase in costs of utility relocation. In other words, if 1.6 percent 
of the total cost of constructing the Interstate System in 1956 represented addi- 
tional utility relocation costs, the present amount of these costs should be less 
than 1.6 percent—in fact not much over 1 percent. 


NATIONAL CRUSHED LIMESTONE INSTITUTE, INC. 
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1958. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: During this session a number of worthy bills have 
been introduced in the Senate and numerous factual statements presented before 
the Subcommittee on Roads pertaining to the Federal-aid highways. 

The statements specifically indicate that immediate increases in the construc- 
tion of our ABC highway systems would help greatly to alleviate the current 
unemployment situation. 

This suggested program rests mainly with the ABC systems rather than the 
Interstate System because of the time element. Engineering surveys, acquisition 
of rights-of-way, materials, equipment, and qualified personnel are ready now 
to proceed with ABC construction. They are hampered by the fact that some 
States could use more Federal funds, and by the inability of other States to raise 
their 50 percent of the required matching funds. 

Therefore, highway acceleration would be a reality should $1 billion be applied 
annually for ABC assistance and should the division of costs be revised upward 
from the 50—50 basis to a 75-25 basis with the Federal Government contrivuting 
the larger portion. 

We urge your consideration of this approach to the highway program not only 
to stimulate our sagging economy by providing essential construction jobs, but 
to give us the roads our expanding population needs and to insure the best 
possible preparation for our national defense. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert M. Kocu, 
Ea«ecutive Vice President. 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
Frankfort, March 10, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: For your information, I am enclosing a copy of two of 
the resolutions which were passed at the 49th annual meeting of the Mississippi 
Valley Conference of State Highway Departments held in Chicago, March 6-8. 

Sincerely, 
D. H. Bray, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Mississippi Valley Conference. 


MISSISSIPPI VALLEY CONFERENCE OF STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENTS 
RESOLUTION NO, 1 


Whereas the passage of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 heralded a new 
era in highway construction and the highway departments in recognition of their 
obligation did speedily move toward acomplishing the purpose of the act; and 

Whereas, as progress has been made in location, design, acquisition of rights- 
of-way and construction of the Interstate System as set up in the 1956 Federal 
Aid Act, it has become increasingly evident that the intent of title I of the act 
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cannot be realized without additional funds being provided, as evidenced by the 
new cost estimates as well as the reduced apportionments which have been re- 
duced due to the controls contained in title II of the act ; and 

Whereas the highway departments and the highway industry have geared 
themselves sufficiently to build the system on schedule: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Valley Conference of State Highway Depart- 
ments, which conference is made up of the Highway Departments of the States 
of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wisconsin in an- 
nual conference assembled at Chicago, Ill., this 8th day of March 1958, that the 
Congress of the United States is urged to provide sufficient funds so that this 
Interstate Highway program can be placed again on its original schedule and 
that said funds be sufficient to not only maintain that schedule as provided in the 
1956 act but to better it ; and be it further 

Resolved, That to accomplish this objective, it is desirable to have these addi- 
tional funds effective for fiscal year 1959 so that the construction season of cal- 
ender year 1958 may be fully utilized ; and be it further 

Resolved, That 1960 and subsequent apportionments should be made as near to 
the midcalendar year of 1958 as possible; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be telegraphed to the chairmen of the 
Senate and House of Representatives Subcommittees on Roads of the Public 
Works Committee and that all other members of these committees, the Federal 
Highway Administrator and the executive secretary of the American Association 
of State Highway Officials be provided copies by airmail; and be it further 

Resolved, That delegates to this convention be instructed to provide copies of 
this resolution for all of their respective congressional delegates. 


RESOLUTION NO. 2 


Whereas the provision of a balanced network of highways adequate to serve 
all classes of traffic in all areas of the Nation is the object and purpose of all 
highway effiort ; and 

Whereas the needs of the State, county, and local roads systems must be met: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Valley Conference of State Highway Depart- 
ments, which conference is made up of the Highway Departments of the States 
of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wisconsin in 
annual conference assembled at Chicago, Ill., this 8th day of March 1958, does 
hereby urge and request that additional funds be made available for the early 
and accelerated improvement of the primary, secondary, and urban Federal aid 
systems also known as the ABC systems; and be it further 

Resolved, That apportionment of funds scheduled for the improvement of 
these ABC systems be made at approximately midcalendar year; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be submitted by telegraph to the chair- 
men of the Senate and the House of Representatives Subcommittees on Roads 
of the respective Public Works Committees and that all members of the Public 
Works Committees of the United States Congress, the Federal Highway Admin- 
istrator, the executive secretary of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials receive copies by airmail ; and be it further 

Resolved, That delegates from each State to this conference be instructed to 
provide copies of this resolution to their entire congressional delegation. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOREST SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., January 138, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR GORE: Reference is made to your letter of December 19 re- 
questing that certain information be furnished concerning the allocation of 
forest highway funds. 

Table 1, enclosed, shows actual apportionments of forest highway funds for 
fiscal years 1958 and 1959. The 1958 apportionment is based upon an equal 
weighting of national forest area and value, using a land and timber value of 
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2.3 billion. The 1959 apportionment is based upon a weighting of three-fourths 
for area and one-fourth for value, using a revised value estimate of $7.7 billion. 

Table 1 also shows two assumed apportionments based on area and volume. 
The first gives equal weighting to area and to timber volume expressed in cubic 
feet, while the second gives equal weighting to area and to timber volume ex- 
pressed in board-feet. In both cases the increase or decrease from the actual 
apportionment to each State for fiscal year 1959 is indicated. The chief result 
of basing apportionments on area and cubic volume would be to favor the Pacific 
Coast and Rocky Mountain States. Use of area and board-feet volume would 
for the most part favor the Pacific Coast States. 

We note your request that some consideration be given in these calculations 
to volumes of timber of a noncommercial category. Although values of noncom- 
mercial timber such as young growth and timber in wilderness areas were taken 
into account, reliable estimates of the volume of timber in this category are not 
available. The greater part of the noncommercial timber volume on wilderness 
areas is located in the Pacific Coast States and the Rocky Mountain States. 

Table 2 shows the estimated value of national forest land and timber by 
States under both the old and the revised valuations. In this connection you 
requested that we provide information by way of example showing how na- 
tional forest land and timber values were determined. The acompanying tabu- 
lation provides this information for the State of New Mexico. The volume of 
8,620 million board-feet of live sawtimber represents an estimate as of January 
1, 1953, the most recent year for which figures are available. The figure of 
$9.21 per thousand board-feet represents the average price received for saw- 
timber sold from the national forests in that State during fiscal year 1955. 
The discount factor of 50 percent reflects the necessary deferment of cutting 
in most timber stands, costs of land administration including axes, and risks 
of physical and economic losses. The estimated value of future timber growth 
was considered a compensating factor in arriving at the amount of discount. 
The aggregate value of national forest sawtimber by this procedure was esti- 
mated to be $39,695,000, as shown in the tabulation. 

For the determination of land values, regional offices of the Forest Service 
classified all national forest lands as of June 30, 1956, into one of five classes 
on the basis of the use for which it was believed such lands would have the 
greatest value if in private ownership. “Timberland” and “grazing land” com- 
prised all lands regarded as valuable primarily for timber production and graz- 
ing respectively. “Special purpose land” comprised areas primarily valuable 
for such special uses as improved pasture and agricultural crops, year-long resi- 
dential sites, prospective industrial sites, ete. “Recreation lands” included 
public camp and picnic areas, resorts and recreation residences, etc. The final 
classification “other land” comprised lands not grouped elsewhere and included 
high-altitude rocky areas, and brush and barren areas of nominal value. These 
acreages are shown in the attached tabulation. 

An average value per acre was then estimated for each class of land, the aim 
being to use a commercial or current market value representing the price that 
a willing buyer would pay a willing seller, both being reasonably informed as 
to the facts. Valuation procedures used in the acquisition and exchange of na- 
tional forest lands were followed to the extent feasible. Such recent sales 
transaction evidence as could be obtained locally was also carefully considered. 
Although sale prices for comparable tracts of private lands were used when 
available, for most areas it was necessary to rely upon Judgment estimates 
rather than detailed and costly appraisals of individual tracts of land. Build- 
ings, structures, and other facilities, the value of which tends to be reflected 
in land and timber value, were not included. Likewise no attempt was made to 
include subsurface mineral values nor public values for such highly important 
but nonmonetary uses as water production. 

The estimated land value amounted to $43,144,000 as shown in the attached 
tabulation. The total value of national forest land and timber in the State 
amounted to $82,839,000. 

If we can be of further assistance in connection with this matter, please 
let us know. 

Very truly yours, 
RicHArRD BE. McARDLE, 
Chief. 
By Epwarp P. CuIirr. 
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TABLE 2.—Changes in national forest land values between fiscal years 1955 and 


Arizona 
California 
Colorado. 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
W yoming. 


Western region total 
Alaska 
Eastern region total. 


Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 

Diinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky - 
Louisiana 
Maine. 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

New Hampshire 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania... 
Puerto Rico 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 


| 


1957 


| Net land 

} area used 

} for fiscal 
year 1959 ap- 
| portionment | 


Acres 
11, 333, 704 
19, 939, 827 
13, 728, 000 
20, 274, 953 
16, 635, 386 
206, 082 
5, 057, 749 | 
8, 551, 837 
14, 826, 534 
1, 119, 162 
7, 802, 587 
9, 688, 965 
8, 566, 134 | 





137, 730, 920 | 
20, 740, 592 


| 22,305, 674 


620, 693 | 
2, 361, 881 
1, 074, 214 

666, 633 

210, 854 

117, 115 

4, 749 
457, 635 
560, 543 

45, 862 
2, 548, 582 
2, 753, 425 
1, 047, 027 
1, 360, 546 

677, 404 
1, 122, 852 

520 

105, 871 

181, 860 

470, 837 

33, 041 

587, 221 | 

594, 768 

657, 994 | 

230, 366 
1, 444, 689 | 

903, 136 | 
1, 465, 356 








| 180, 777, 186 


Value of 
Govern- 
ment lands 


| in national | 


forests, 
June 30, 
1955 


Thousands 
$113, 118 
399, 386 
153, 412 
207, 451 
153, 194 
, 649 

, 911 

3, 721 

39, 003 

, 495 

2, 768 

3, 740 


86, 014 


2, 862 


35, 153 | 


, 535 


32, 053 
2, 870 
631 
583 
583 
88 
587 
3, 434 
124 
814 

, 631 

s, 261 
), 128 
5, 749 
973 
10 


184 | 
858 | 


3, 207 
865 


, 502 | 


, 884 


| 


5, 201 | 





, 103 | 


5, 248 


, 403 | 
, 564 | 


, 997 | 


550 | 


Value of Govern- 


ment lands used 


for fiscal 
1959 app 
ment 


Total 


Thousands 


$131, 871 | § 


1, 655, 134 
136, 378 
367, 076 
181, 693 

1, 665 

19, 961 
82, 839 

2, 513, 461 
29, 979 
57, 285 

1, 320, 180 
56, 058 


6, 553, 580 
72, 076 
1, 034, 948 
48, 160 
193, 488 
55, 889 
48, 669 
6, 553 
2, 774 
74 
20, 037 
30, 206 
2, 490 
54, 610 
38, 739 
101, 588 
16, 151 
35, 702 
57, 287 
22 
3, O11 
10, 133 
14, 296 
S44 
61, 406 
32, 655 
102, 227 
12, 091 
35, 025 
20, 616 
30, 205 


7, 660, 604 





Increase 

year | in total 
ortion- value of 
national 
forests 


Per acre 


Thousands 
. 55 753 
. 70 , 748 
9.01 "034 
10 159, 625 
. 92 28, 499 
:. O8 16 
3.95 2, 050 
. 69 9,118 
. 52 2, 074, 458 
. 87 8, 484 
. 34 4, 517 
. 26 1, 126, 440 
54 29) 956 


7.58 | 4,640, 718 
3. 48 —63, 077 
. 40 814, 413 


. 58 42, 959 

. 94 161, 435 

2. O1 43, 019 
73. 01 41, 038 
. 08 3, 970 

3. 69 1, 191 
—14 

16, 450 

26, 772 

1, 366 
37, 796 
10, 108 
93, 327 
10, 023 
19, 953 
43, 314 
12 

1, 827 
9, 275 
8, 089 
—21 
53, 904 
24, 771 
96, 124 
6, 843 
23, 622 
14, 052 
23, 208 


2.36 | 5,392,054 








632 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


ILLUSTRATION OF METHOD USED IN DETERMINING NATIONAL FOREST VALUES 
STATE OF NEW Mexico 
Timber: 8,620,000,000 board-feet Jan. 1, 1953, at $9.21 per thousand 
board-feet (current value of sales) discounted 50 percent to allow 
for estimated period of deferment, risk, ete__._._______________ $39, 695, 000 


Land: 
Timber land, 3,201,358 acres, at $7.08 per acre_.___._________-_ $22, 655, 000 
Grazing land, 2,157,686 acres, at $5.25 per acre__._.___________ 11, 328, 000 
Recreation land, 68,881 acres, at $101.83 per acre___.________- 7, 014, 000 
Special purpose land, 51,960 acres, at $18.80 per acre_____ ~~~ 977, 000 
Other land, 3,121,653 acres, at $0.375 per acre____.___________ 1, 170, 000 


nr I I casita as ec istinias goannas 43, 144, 000 


ka a ce nas oer aces aL ole ak, Ne _.. 8&2, 889, 000 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
Washington, March 14, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeEAR SENATOR GORE: Forwarded herewith are data requested at committee 
hearings on March 11, 1958, covering comparisons of Interstate System contract 
prices with related estimates of cost for construction of the Interstate System 
as included in the section 108 (d) estimate (H. Doc. No. 300, 85th Cong., 2d 
sess.). Separate tabulations are provided for the 2-month period, January and 
February 1958, and the 8-month period, July 1957 through February 1958. 

Table 1, attached, shows cost comparisons for 158 projects in 35 States and 
the District of Columbia on which contracts were awarded during the months 
of January and February 1958. For these States as a group, contract prices 
averaged 7 percent below section 108 (d) estimates during this 2-month period. 

Table 2, attached, shows cost comparisons for 625 projects in 46 States and 
the District of Columbia on which contracts were awarded during the 8-month 
period, July 1957 through February 1958. During this period, for the country 
as a whole, contract prices averaged 7.2 percent below section 108 (d) estimates 

We shall be glad to furnish any additional information you may request. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. D. TALLAMY, 
Federal Highway Administrator 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 633 


TasBLE 1.—Interstate System projects—Comparison of low bids with contraet 
quantities extended at unit prices used in compiling sec. 108 (d) estimate, 
contracts awarded January and February 1958 


| Ratio, 3 low 
State Number of| Low bid | Sec. 108 (d) | bid to sec. 108 


projects estimate (d) estimate 





| 
Thousands Thousands Percent 


Alabama. --_- t $3, 598 $3, 687 97.6 
Arizona... Mic kiavnsteesats é 2, 255 | 2, 734 


Arkansas.-._. Ie cadcennadeeed 4, 839 | * 5, 161 
RS re OES ae 3 21, 648 23, 725 
Colorado-._-.---- léccum_uao’ Beis we inaaneteetauies ‘ 2,731 | 
Connecticut-._....--- dies khcanon 
id niccdie dais Witecigine , 85% 2, 090 
EEE ey 7,7 
Idaho ; 5 sors ee 
THlinois__ --. 7 = pe bhaineann t \ 6, 184 
Indiana oli 1, 091 
lowa_. Neh e weinekangadke Rima tend ecoiiis 31k 3, 421 
Kansas. 4 10, 221 
Kentucky-.--.-..- seneieedannseggrcnpenabennssal is ci eetimetee : 
DD code tullduewieineaie’ séniaiired : 7, 16% 8, 266 
Maine é 

Maryland nie aGnatnchaaiben nian 
EEE es diincnnncsdud otdbdsonmebauicies 
Michigan ! 

Minnesota 

Mississippi-_-..---- 

Missouri. 

Montana... 

Nebraska- - -- 

Nevada- - 

New Hampshire. --. 

New Jersey - --- 

New Mexico-. 

New York. 

North Carolina - - 

North Dakota.... 

Ohio 

Oklahoma.... 

Oregon... : 

Pennsylvania. - 

Rhode Island - . - - 

South Carolina._-- 

South Dakota_.------ ; aa dled ‘ieutl ; 
Tennessee .. Daipiistaant ee ; oes 5, 49% 6, 595 
8, 441 


Utah....-- ; coe ea eaho’s ee ‘ 1, 115 
Vermont... 


No scm eae ie ashe ‘ iat 3, 737 3, 784 
Washington... cecaenaeed a j 2, 494 
West Virginia. - ; a : pene ne S aintall 
BE nic inensopenadae oa shai 5, 123 
Wyoming patedbaad i ite wlimndace ebiiews 
District of Columbia___-.-_..----- . 2, 018 


‘sé 


R ssi 


oe 


| BBSZSSRERS! 
Ode Oe PNR Oe Oo 














184, 305 198, 267 


1 Michigan data incomplete. 
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TasLeE 2.—Interstate System projects—Comparison of low bids with eontract 
quantities extended at unit prices used in compiling sec. 108 (d) estimate, 
contracts awarded July 1957 to February 1958, inclusive 


Ratio, low 
State Number of Low bid | Sec. 108 (d) | bid to sec. 108 








projects estimate | (d) estimate 
Thousands Thousands Percent 

Alabama el ; 12 $7, 362 $7, 565 97.3 
Arizona ‘ 12 10, 586 92. 1 
Arkansas 7 dente 26 13, 310 04.9 
California__-_-- 17 56, 688 94.7 
Colorado . 15 15, 839 85 3 
Connecticut -_- s . 3 8, 783 101.3 
Delaware 1 524 92.8 
Florida i Te ase . 5 10, 636 97.7 
Georgia. on —— . 5 10, 157 107. 2 
Idaho___-_- i 2 siiboas - i ] 1, 270 85. 2 
Illinois : a nies i ‘ 2 82 51,331 | 102.9 
RD... ...cnandie bes basbees ‘ 2 l, 1, 091 103. 4 
lowa ‘ iaciprinatintaiadeiles “i 27 21, 805 22, 690 | 96, 1 
Kansas. osiee ints bub thon na 21 19, 466 18, 833 103. 4 
Kentucky--..---- ; 5 4, 511 4, 861 92.8 
ID gh Pt paso sp on ans oes a 6 13, 032 14, 341 | 90.9 
Maine. --. ..-- ae ‘cbcihbat« at ais 7 4, 968 6, 026 | 82.4 
Maryland a _— ' 10 8, 467 | 10, 493 | 80.7 
Massachusetts - - - ‘ coer i 4 14, 807 15, 128 | 97.9 
Michigan !__.....-- caiciiss | ceca beet nant aad oliael 
| ; . 10 3, 825 | 4, 020 95. 2 
Mississippi 2 17, 528 | 17, 403 | 100. 7 
Missouri int . . 12 10, 457 | 13, 468 | 77.6 
Montana : 4 2, 673 | 2, 962 90. 2 
Nebraska. - ---.-- 4 3, 751 4,985 75,2 
Nevada. 2 4, 323 4, 687 92. 2 
New Hampshire - - - 7 8, 147 | 9, 051 90. 0 
New Jersey - hd 7 19, 686 22, 116 89.0 
New Mexico- -- 8 11, 301 12, 322 | 91.7 
New York ‘ 16 60, 934 | 65, 924 | 92. 4 
North Carolina 14 15, 434 17, 210 89. 7 
North Dakota. - - 9 9, 443 | 11, 668 80.9 
Ohio 39 134, 176 | 143, 048 93. 8 
Oklahoma 26 17, 154 | 18, 180 94. 4 
Oregon 30 13, 699 17, 098 80. 1 
Pennsylvania 11 | 37, 176 38, 839 95. 7 
Rhode Island _- -- 3 | 1, 147 | 1, 025 111.9 
South Carolina 27 6, 407 | 6, 785 94.4 
South Dakota 2 2, 983 | 3, 128 95. 4 
Tennessee 7 13, 502 | 15, 069 89.6 
Texas aan 43 46, 430 | 52, 153 89. 0 
Utah. 2 2, 324 | 2, 610 | 89.0 
Vermont 1 2, 413 | 2, 547 94.7 
Virginia 10 14, 420 | 15, 321 94.1 
Washington si 31 12, 366 | 13, 827 89. 4 
West Virginia bien gtiiliatininten ak miitehiok 
Wisconsin 14 2, 016 15, 008 80. 1 
Wyoming 11 6, 587 | 7, 899 83. 4 
District of Columbia 2 2, 594 | 2, 906 89. 2 

Total Z 625 762, 569 | 821, 411 | 92.8 


1 Michigan data incomplete. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC Roaps, 
Washington, March 18, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Mr. Tallamy has asked me to answer your letter of 
February 27, 1958, requesting information as to the relationship between the 
engineer’s estimates and low bids, and also the bidding competition being received 
for highway-construction contracts. 

We have prepared certain exhibits on a calendar-year basis relative to these 
items, copies of which are enclosed for your information and use. The enclosed 
data are for all Federal-aid highway- and bridge-construction contracts, except- 
ing those on the secondary system. Secondary-system contract information is 
omitted as the detailed information for such work is not readily available ; how- 
ever, from past performance, the trends for this category of work should be simi- 
lar to the lower range contract-size groups as those of the primary system. 

A further breakdown of interstate construction contracts is also shown in the 
information presently being furnished, which is as follows: 

Exhibit 1: 1957, first half, total Federal aid (except secondary ) 

Exhibit 2: 1957, first half, total Federal aid (contract-size groups) 

Exhibit 1957, first half, total interstate only 

Kxhibit 1957, second half, total Federal aid (except secondary ) 

Exhibit 1957, second half, total Federal aid (contract-size groups) 
Exhibit 6: 1957, second half, interstate only 

Exhibit 7: 1958, January, total Federal aid (except secondary ) 

Exhibit 8: 1958, January, total interstate only 

Exhibit: 1958, February (partial), total Federal aid (except secondary) 
Exhibit 10: 1958, February (partial), total interstate only 

You will note that the enclosed data show the above groupings for all of the 
18 States in addition to the nationwide averages. Particularly with interstate 
construction, the bidding competition has steadily increased from 6.5 bids per con- 
tract in the first half of 1957 to 8.4 bids per contract as shown on the partial 
February 1958 report, and the bids themselves have shown a greater departure 
from the engineer’s estimates over that same period, ranging from 7.1 percent to 
15.4 percent. It may be noted that a greater variance is shown for interstate 
construction than for the work on the balance of the Federal-aid system. 

The reports furnished for the month of February 1958 are partial reports and 
do not reflect the total contract operations for this period because of the fact 
that there is a lapse of some 8 weeks or more before the information such as 
tabulations of bids and other pertinent data relative to the lettings, as prepared 
by the State highway departments, are forwarded through channels to the Wash. 
ington office. 

We are pleased to have been of service to you in this matter and trust the in- 
formation will be sufficient and satisfactory. 

Sincerely yours, 


St he CO bo 


F. C. TURNER, 
Deputy Commissioner. 


2°760—-358 11 
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EXHIBIT 1 


Bid opening report, based on data received 1st half 1957, Federal-aid funds— 
Except secondary 


| Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of— mate, percent 
| Average of low bid— 
State Tee eee Cl alia 3 
| of bids oe oar ae ae 
| Number | Number | Engineers 


wane of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
| bidders | contracts 





Alabama ‘ | 528 53 10.0 $16, 064, 677 9.4 
Arizona - : 136 16 8.5 8 708 ko 
Arkansas 118 15 7.9 | , 768 | 1.0 
California -_--.--- | 350 55 6. 4 445 | 42 
Colorado | 247 | 28 8.8 2, 983 
Connecticut. | 170 27 6.0 | 139 1 4 
Delaware - - i | 29 5 5.8 2, 882 | 9.6 
Florida - - -- 78 14 5.6 2, 035 10.6 
Georgia - - 87 16 5.4 51, 137 8.0 
Idaho__.--- 41 7 5.9 , 662 6.6 
Illinois ‘ 565 129 4.4 | , 601 > 9 
Indiana - 75 18 4.2 | 55, 881 12.3 
Iowa 917 138 6.6 , 440 5.2 
Kansas----.--- 945 72 | 5.5 , 310 9.5 
Kentucky--.-...--- ; 41 | 9 4.6 , 873 16 
Louisiana - -- 64 16 4.0 , 238 5. 6 
Maine. _. 36 8 4.5 2, 824 9 4 
Maryland 63 13 4.8 , 991 4.6 
Massachusetts - - 101 12 8.4 », 164 6.2 
Michigan - - .- 470 82 5.7 848 5.8 
Minnesota - - - 304 34 8.9 , 501 6.3 
Mississippi- 348 33 | 10.5 3, 286 10.9 
Missouri - - - 144 26 5.5 | , 073 4.8 
Montana_.--- 208 21 9.9 2, 696 13.3 
Nebraska - - 308 47 6.6 2, 969 10.9 
Nevada---- 25 6 4.2 246 4.2 
New Hampshire - -- 64 1] 5.8 009 9.5 
New Jersey --.-..---- 86 12 | 7.2 , 699 12.5 
New Mexico. _- 140 | 21 | 6.7 ‘788 | 17.7 
New York. | 341 87 3.9 , 108 10. 6 
North Carolina 480 62 a. , 664 8.5 
North Dakota- 364 34 10.7 5, 890 10.3 
Ohio haba : 81 | 14 5.8 680 | 14.6 | 
Oklahoma- jocks 446 74 | 6.0 377 5.7 
Oregon__- =e 77 25 7.1 y 4.8 
Pennsylvania - - 220 44 5.0 | 192 6.1 
Rhode Island_ --_- 15 4 3.8 | 176 = yr 
South Carolina 302 47 6. 4 755 2.9 
South Dakota 236 23 10.3 232 13.3 
Tennessee | 143 | 13 11.0 248 10.8 
Oa cians 711 | 96 7.4 194 4.1 
ees bahicide~a] 75 | 13 5.8 569 | 1.1 
Vermont 21 3 7.0 | 482 | 3.6 
Virginia 134 | 38 3.5 832 12.4 
Washington 246 4] 6.0 824 | 8.4 
West Virginia 26 4 6.5 195 3.5 
Wisconsin 220 28 7.9 332 10.8 
W yoming : | 257 25 10.3 63 5.7 
District of Columbia 77 11 7.0 458 4.4 
Hawaii __-_- 12 2 6.0 259 0.5 
Puerto Rico . 

es at 2602 1, 732 6.5 1, 024, 739, 933 6.9 
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EXHIBIT 2 


Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($0 to $24,999), Federal- 
aid funds—Eeacept secondary 


Engineers’ esti 
Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid— 








State Ge ee tle ee ee as 
of bids | | | 
Number | Number | | Engineers’ | 
of | of | Low bid estimate Under | Over 
| bdders j|contracts | 
— ~ a - ~ - — -— - —_—- —_—_— -_—- sa nat aia —----— - - en eee 
Alabama | | 
Arizona 
Arkansas 4 l 4.0 $13, 879 | $13, 652 | 1.7 
California 4} 6 6.8 101, 881 129, 832 21.5 
Colorado itt a 
Connecticut 28 4 7.0 63, 385 78, 645 19. 4 | 
Delaware | 
Florida . 
Georgia. - 2 l 2.0 | 23, 968 | 19, 488 | 23.0 
Idaho ‘ ‘i 
Illinois_ | 14 2 7.0 | 33, 720 45, 460 25. 8 
Indiana. 
Iowa &9 16 5.6 212, 491 220, 790 3.8 | 
Kansas 322 67 | 4.8 697, 422 732, 166 4.7 | 
Kentucky } | 
Louisiana : 
Maine _.. 
Maryland : 7 
Massachusetts | | 
Michigan - - - 3 1 3.0 22, 890 | 40, 000 42.8 | 
Minnesota | . 
Mississippi 
Missouri mene ; 
Montana 13 2 | 6.5 | 39, 848 | 43, 786 | 9.0 | 
Nebraska 29 | 4 7.3 | 68, 086 93, 271 A 4 ee 
Nevada 7 | | “ 
New Hampshire - - oe | | 
New Jersey... | . 
New Mexico. . : baa 
New York.......- 4 2 | 2.0 38, 992 | 52,925 | 26.3 : 
North Carolina . 40 10 | 4.0 120, 021 | 150,991 | 20.5 | 
North Dakota 9 ] 9.0 | 16, 691 | 24,378 | 31.5 | 
Ohio- 2 1 | 2.0 22, 248 23,200} 4.1 : 
Oklahoma 54 | 12 4.5 194, 574 | 219,025 | 11.2 
Oregon 1] 2 | 5.5 42, 242 | 41, 222 | | 25 
Pennsylvania. . 5 1 |} 5.0 18, 729 | 22,638 | 17.3 - 
Rhode Island ; ss atl 
South Carolina 14 | 3 | ta 58, 821 63, 466 RR oes 
South Dakota 3 | 1 | 3.0 | 24, 797 | 26, 501 641 
Tennessee | _ ‘ Ses 
Texas. ; 4 | ] 4.0 17, 223 | 17, 403 3.0 tatiw 
Utah | | ; es 
Vermont | | Sdieawk 
Virginia ; s 1 | 8.0 18, 614 | 18, 411 | wa 
Washington 9 | 2 | 4.5 34, 237 | 73,488 | 53.4 | 
West Virginia | | . | 
Wisconsin | ; al ‘ = iarndee 
Wyoming se | i is Reine 
District of Columbia. 5 | 1 5.0 | 18, 915 | 17, 590 7.5 
Hawaii : | 4 | 1 | 4.0 6, 245 | 6, 475 3.6 F 
Puerto Rico | | é | é 
Total 3 717 143 | 5.0 1, 909, 919 2, 174, 803 MS Yeesenn 
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Exuisrr 2—Continued 
Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($25,000 to $49,999), Federal- 


aid funds—Eacept secondary 


Engineers esti 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
State a number 
of bids 
Number | Numbe! Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 


bidders | contracts 


Alabama 20 1 5. 0 $167, 419 $174, 074 3.9 
Arizona 

Arkansas 23 2 11.5 73, 394 74, 254 3.8 
California 36 5 7.2 183, 417 282, 381 35. 1 


Colora ‘9 
Connecticut 
Delaware 


Florida 

Georgia 3 ] 3.0 35, 953 39, 206 8.3 
Idaho 

Illinois 26) 6 1.3 239, 14 258, 051 7 
Indiana 

Iowa 131 19 6.9 741, 960 7R2. 320 5.2 
Kansas 143 27 5. 3 944, 768 993, 97! 0 


Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 5 l A. ‘7, 48 10, 864 8 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 


Michigan 33 5 6, ¢ 221, 727 248 5I 10.8 
Minnesota 

Mississippi 24 2 12.0 84, 523 106, 422 20. 6 
Missouri Y 3 3 112, 598 129, 723 13.2 
Montana 12 2 6.0 58, 489 70, 335 16.8 
Nebraska 33 ( 5. 5 219, 827 261, 653 16.0 


Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 


New York 6 $ 1.3 137, 103 143, 98S 18 
North Carolina 24 4 6. 139, 571 150, 331 7.2 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 59 10 y 356, 529 109, 523 2.9 
Oregon 19 2 9.5 70, 636 73, 442 3.8 
Pennsylvania 17 | 4.3 139, 317 130, 273 

thode Island 

South Carolina i 9 6.2 336, 449 345, 915 2.7 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah ll ] 11.0 42, 44 51, 023 16.8 
Vermont 

Virginia 24 10 2.4 79, 904 405, 764 6.4 
Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisc nsin 

Wyoming 7 1 7.0 16, 990 18, 270 7.0 
District of Columbia 10 2 5.0 56, 12 86, 192 34.9 


Hawaii__. 
Puerto Rico 


Total 731 130 5.6 4,795, 771 5, 278, 490 9.1 
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Exuisrr 2—Continued 


Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($50,000 to $99,999), Federal- 
aid funds—FRecept secondary 


| 
Engineers esti- 














Total Total amount of | mate, percent 
Average of low bid— 
State number eR le 
of bids | | 
Number | Number Engineers | | 
of of Low bid | estimate | Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | | 
3 al ns 
Alabama 4% s 6.0 $580, 303 | $1, 378, 229 57.9 
Arizona 16 l 16.0 89, 993 106,110 | 15.2 | 
Arkansas | ‘i 
California 10 2 5.0 132, 370 | 173, 372 23.6 
Colorado | 
Connecticut 30 4 7.5 322, 046 358,550 | 10.2 
Delaware | | 
Florida | 
Georgia .| | 
Idaho } | _ | 
Illinois 105 23 4.6 ] 1, 884, 401 | 9.4 
Indiana 31 7 4.4 722, 022 15.0 | 
lowa 130 23 5.7 l, 1, 671, 960 | 3.7 | 
Kansas 118 23 5.1 l, 1, 945, 814 | 6.8 
Kentucky s 2 4.0 189,672 | 16.6 
Louisiana 4 l 4.0 | 74, 279 | 8.1 | 
Maine 2 1 2.0 79,050) 4.1} 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 21 2 12.5 162, 225 | 196, 724 | 17.5 | 
Michigan. _- 52 11 4.7 840, 530 858, 634 | 2.1 
Minnesota Baa, 
Mississippi 16 2 8.0 177, 928 184, 536 3.6 
Missouri s 2 1.0 151, 805 177, 055 14.3 | 
Montana 6 l 6.0 75, 478 93, 645 | 19. 4 | 
Nebraska __, 33 5 6.6 342, 252 411, 299 16.8 
Nevada | 
New Hampshire 7 1 7.0 68, 830 77,377 | 11.0 
New Jersey. -- ‘ 3 1 3.0 79, 098 78, 344 | 1.0 
New Mexico | 
New York 32 s 4.0 671, 000 16.3 
North Carolina 50 7 ao 648, 207 17.8 
North Dakota 14 1 14.0 64, 993 21. 1 
Ohio ea 
Oklahoma 56 1] 5.1 889, 575 907, 660 | 2.0 | 
Oregon 20 4 5.0 321, 728 360, 818 10.8 
Pennsylvania 
Khode Island 
South Carolina 97 16 6.1 ] 1, 204, 158 | 2.4 
South Dakota 17 2 8.5 196, 559 | 9.8 | 
Pennessec | 
Texas 30 5 6.0 432, 542 488, 402 11.4 <* 
Utah 6 1 6.0 83, 012 88, 399 | 6.1 
Vermont }~- ded 
Virginia 17 8 2.1 559, 367 621,730 | 10.0 
Washington 13 2 6.5 121, 794 220,373 | 44.7 
West Virginia es I< | 
Wisconsin 25 3 8.3 228, 913 282, 594 | 19.0 
W yoming 21 3 7.0 222) 108 276,831 | 19.8 | 


District of Columbia 
Hawaii we 
Puerto Rico e 


- = —___—__| 
Total 1, 046 191 5.5 14, 513, 867 16, 782, 887 | 13.5 | 
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Exuisirt 2—Continued 


Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($100,000 to $249,999) 
Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 


’ 


! 
Engineers esti- 
Total | Total amount of mate, percent 
: Average of low bid 
State ae coats I is) a eee > at 
| | | of bids 
Number | Number | | Engineers 
of | of Low bid | estimate Under Over 
bidders | contracts 











Alabama 165 17 9.7 $2, 987, 846 $3, 042,729 1.8 
Arizona 35 $ 8.8 750, 713 795, 808 7 
Arkansas 10 1 10.0 227, 606 207, 092 9.9 
California 18 3 6.0 420, 139 503, 827 16.6 
Colorado 43 5 8.6 867, 437 944, 929 8.2 
Connecticut 19 { 48 680, 905 773. 369 12.0 
Delaware 4 ] 4.0 233, 706 221, 700 

Florida 3 I 3.0 232, 756 218, 556 6. 5 
Georgia 8 2 4.0 285, 341 312, 849 R 8 
Idaho 12 2 6.0 353, 464 129, 520  @ 
[llinois 188 16 41 7, 888, 363 & 055, 366 2 7 
Indiana 23 7 3.3 1, 345, 048 1, 451, 607 3 
Iowa 322 17 6.9 7. 598, 971 8 118, 968 6.4 
Kansas 932 36 6. 4 740, 882 6. 362, 226 9.8 
Kentucky il 3 3.7 9, 777 533, 720 6.8 
Louisiana oe 

Maine 19 3 6.3 76, 043 616, 289 6 
Marylan l 10 2 0 438 17 437, 689 9 
Massachusetts =A 

Michigan 115 24 1.8 1,104, 314 4, 300, 373 1.6 
Minnesota 73 6 +e 131, 973 6, 046, 309 10.9 
Mississippi 57 6 } 965, 25: 1, 167, 214 17 
Missouri 26 5 5.2 SSO, GSR RRR TOG 9 
Montana 37 5 7.4 798, 233 867, 101 7.9 
Nebraska 103 14 7.4 124, 582 2, 446, 016 13.1 
Neva la 

New Hampshir¢ 16 147, 328 163, 9 sf 
New Jersey 2 l 2 202, 414 6, 528 2. 
New Mexico 12 { (4, 691 75, O78 12,2 
New York 64 1 ++ 2. 887. 112 201, 000 i 
North Carolina 124 15 \ 2, 623, 038 s, 1 Re } 17.7 
North Dakot 128 ll 11. ¢ 60. 2, 433, 2 11.2 
Ohio { 2 2. ( 105, 000 ) 
Oklahoma 100 17 254, 78 8 
Oregon 23 4 5. 8 64, 173 30 
Pennsylvania 16 5 143, 20K 1.1 
Rhode Island aa 

South Carolina 78 1] 73% 1. 595. 781 1 
South Dakota 72 8 9.0 1, 605, 301 10 
Tennessec 62 ; 12.4 1 O89. 594 ' 
Texas 90 10 9.0 1, 858, 981 2,2 
Utah § l & O54 3.6 
Vermont 

Virginia 19 6 3.2 105 7 54 $ 
Washington 78 12 f 2, 101 2, 290, 379 8.3 
West Virginia 6 l 6.0 108 18, 404 26, 7 
Wisconsin 42 ¢ 7.0 940 083, 494 13, 2 
W yoming 61 6 10.2 1, 178, 338, 789 2.0 
District of Columbia 14 2 7.0 418, 201 17, 502 19.2 


Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 


Total 2, 554 386 6.6 65, 723, 817 71, 279, 819 7.8 
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ExuiIsit 2—Continued 


Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($250,000 to $499,999), 
Federal-aid funds—LHacept secondary 





























| | 
Engineers esti- 
Total Total amount of— | mate, percent 
Average of low bid— 
State a ne a i‘ a & 
l of bids | 
| Number | Number | | Engineers 
of of Low bid | __ estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | 
——|- — | 
Alabama 194 | 15 12.9 $5,717,639 | 11.2 }.--... 
Arizona ; 58 | 4 | 14.5 1, 756, 563 IRBs cc<0 
Arkansas ee 33 | 4 8.3 1, 260, 048 |........} 0.5 
California 41 7 5.9 3,310,402 | 10.0} . 
Colorado 98 10 9.8 3, 521, 059 |} 0.9 
Connecticut 7 19 3 6.3 j 1, 355, 417 TO Ns : 
Delaware 6 1 | 6.0 | 498, 962 460, 520 | bed 
Florida 27 i 6.8 1, 384, 460 1, 345, 539 2.9 
Georgia 9 3 3.0 1, 164, 122 26 8.1 ‘ 
Idaho 10 2 5.0 904, 669 2.2 
Illinois 100 25 | 4.0 8, 769, 327 4.1 
Indiana 13 3 | 4.3 951, 068 19.7 . 
lowa ‘ 177 26 6.8 9, 173, 471 3.5 
Kansas 97 13 7.5 4, 693, 569 12.3 
Kentucky u 1 9.0 371, 743 10. 6 e 
Louisiana 14 3 4.7 1, 161, 240 14.6 
Maine 
Maryland 18 5 3.6 1, 865, 733 7.9 
Massachusetts 24 3 8.0 1, 139, 085 9.2 
Michigan 127 19 6.7 6, 919, 169 .4 
Minnesota 128 15 8.5 5, 336, 054 .6 
Mississippi | 87 8 10.9 3, 105, 797 1 
Missouri 17 2 | 8.5 915, 412 2.5 > 
Montana 110 8 13.8 3, 391, 665 3 
Nebraska 95 15 6.3 5, 361, 479 3 
Nevada ’ 2 l 2.0 348, 502 as 10.3 
New Hampshire 23 1 5.8 1, 280, 563 4.6 
New Jersey 16 2 8.0 710, 495 D, 9.5 * 
New Mexico 10 2 5.0 638, 233 727, 624 12.3 
New York 71 14 50. 7 5, 316, 965 6, 047, 000 12.1 ° 
North Carolina 59 7 8.4 2, 604, 118 2, 811, 699 7.4 
North Dakota_.. 136 12 11.3 4, 460, 570 5, 273, 895 15.4 
Ohio 10 2 . 0 778, 633 907, 600 14.2 
Oklahoma 51 6 8.5 2, 128, 686 2,494,604 | 14.7 
Oregon 53 + 6.6 2, 984, 630 3, 106, 531 3.9 
Pennsylvania 14 3 i? 1, 079, 858 1, 159, 671 6.9 
Rhode Island “ / | a 
South Carolina 27 4 6.8 1, 600, 018 1, 774, 228 | 9.8 
South Dakota 144 12 12.0 4, O83, 917 4, 769, 772 14.4 : 
Tennesse¢ 10 2 5.0 871, 885 871, 322 + ~,@1 
Texas . 208 24 8.7 9, 540, 639 10, 424, 727 8.5 ° 
Utah 8 3 ae 1, 144, 710 1, 194, 328 4.2 " 
Vermont eos 10 l 10.0 308, 897 371, 123 16.8 = 
Virginia ‘ 43 9 4.8 3, 067, 788 3, 46 11.6 = 
Washington i 89 15 5.9 5, 120, 523 5, 13. 2 ‘ 
West Virginia F 6 l 6.0 298, 095 0.1 
Wisconsin 85 10 8.5 3, 426, 504 4, 14.4 
Wyoming 59 5 11.8 1, 640, 161 1, 4.7 
District of Columbia 15 2 7.5 819, 393 1, | 22.9] 5 
Hawaii ns 
Puerto Rico sda 
Total in rr 2, 660 348 7.6 | 126, 977, 822 139, 753, 399 9.1 | oo 
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Exuisir 2—Continued 
Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, by size of contract ($500,000 to $999,999) , 


State 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York_-_. 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio ; 
Oklahoma. 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee _- 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia _- 
Washington. 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin___. 
Wyoming 

District of Columbia- 
Hawaii : 
Puerto Rico_. 


Total __ eee 


Federatl-aid funds—Eacept secondary 


Total 


1 
| 
} 
| 
| 
} 


Number | Number 
| of of 
bidders | contracts 


82 7 
13 4 
34 4 
24 5 
73 9 
15 2 
14 P 
18 4 
41 6 
19 3 
70 15 
8. | l 
65 ( 
26 5 
10 2 
28 7 
5 | 
21 4 
10 l 
62 10 
83 10 
82 7 
31 4 
30 3 
9 2 
17 } 
6 l 
28 4 
2 b 
57 19 
166 17 
56 6 
8S 13 
43 4 
36 8 
30 4 
56 o 
204 25 
40 6 
4 1 
17 3 
47 8 
| 14 2 
62 8 
6S 6 
13 2 
1, 967 276 


Average 
number 
of bids 


aI ee Oe 


10 


Engineers esti- 
mate, percent 
of low bid 


Total amount of 


Engineers 








Low bid estimate Under | Over 
$5, 007, 103 $4, 737, 332 §.7 
2, 615, 300 2, 278, 580 14.8 
2, 313, 058 2. 350.013 1.6 
4, 371, 613 4, 736, 227 7.7 
6, 967, 214 6, 904, 271 0.9 
1, 625, 390 1, 845, 421 16.9 
1, 145, 765 1, 225, 706 6.5 
3, 198, 784 3, 048, 364 1.9 
4, 227, 465 4, 493, 007 .9 
1, 896, 529 2, 032, 574 6.7 
10, 938, 745 11, 666, 002 6.2 
745, 735 807, 837 r 
3, 884, 971 3, 969, 060 a1 
3, 046, 713 3. 476, 373 12.3 
1, 225, 338 j 8.9 
4, SRS, S06 2.9 
665, 188 10.8 
3, 146, 170 0.8 
S48, 448 14.2 
7, 019, 365 10. 1 
7, 266, 860 9.3 
4, 928, 961 11.2 
3, 379, 346 8.4 
2, O88, YRS 9.7 
1, 558, 207 11.5 
2, 717, 952 : 1.5 
514, 392 688, 194 25.3 
3, O68, 557 3, 336, 605 8.0 
4, 147, 600 4, 876, 931 15. 0 
13, 020, 642 14, 162, 000 8. 1 
12, 247, 007 13, 265, 511 7.7 
3, 635, 838 3, 930, 104 7.5 
9, 093, 037 9, 2 2.0 
2, 619, 330 2 5.9 
5, 611, 035 5 6 1.5 
3, 098, 873 3, O81, 939 0.5 
3, 632, 388 4, 261, 856 14.8 
16, 637, 144 17, 547, 184 5.2 
3, 937, 153 3, 954, 819 0.4 
548, 430 592, 605 7.8 
1, 790, 327 2, 075, 905 13.8 
6, 017, 277 6, 460, 575 6.9 
1, 136, 658 1, 152, 813 1.4 
5, 145, 301 5, 746, 970 10.5 
4, 100, 727 4, 4 6.9 
1, 201, 450 1a 7.4 





192, 621, 175 204, 937, 190 6.0 


sere = 
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ExuHisrr 2—Continued 
Bid opening report, 1st half 1597, by size of contract ($1,000,000 and over), 


l'ederal-aid funds—Except secondary 


Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
A verage of low bid 
State number 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 


bidders | contracts 


















Alabama ly 2 9.5 $2, 243, S90 $2, 681, 041 16.3 
Arizona i4 3 1.7 ‘ 2, 830, 263 15.5 
Arkansas 14 3 1.7 3, 981, 451 1.6 
California 180 27 6.7 85, 587, 789 3.6 
Colorado 33 } 8.3 5, 953, 481 7 
Connecticut 59 10 5.9 22, 902, 235 3.2 
Delaware 5 1 5.0 1, 546, 277 19.5 
Florida 30) 6.0 15, 598, O85 15. 1 
Georgia 24 3 8.0 5, 662, 845 9.7 

Idaho 

Ilinoi 62 13 1.8 28, 167, 863 25, 039, 512 12.5 
Indiana 

lowa 3 I tO 2, 207, 077 2, 560, 760 13.8 
Kansas 7 l 7.0 1, 033, 999 993, 434 4.) 
Kentucky 3 l 3.0 1, 183, 811 1, 395, 608 15.2 
Louisiana 18 5 3.6 9, 362, 931 9, 912, 208 5.5 

Maine 5 2 2.5 2, 398, 286 2, 183, 824 9.8 
Maryland 14 2 7.0 3, 640, 391 3, 942, 574 7.7 
Massachusetts_ _. 46 6 aie 3, 156, 406 24, 754, 909 6.5 
Michigan - . 78 12 6 488, 853 26, 369, 588 3.3 
Minnesota 20 3 6.7 é 7, 276, 600 1.1 
M ississippi 82 8 10.3 14, 630, 822 16, 351, 505 10. 6 
Missouri 53 10 5.3 30, 078, 974 31, 474, 908 4.5 
Montana 

Nebraska 6 1 6.0 1, 468, 536 1, 676, 366 12.4 
Nevada 6 l 6.0 1, 075, 792 fa 554 13.8 

New Hampshire 12 2 6.0 2, 705, 896 2, § 843 9.0 

New Jersey 37 } 9.3 10, 874, 135 12, 668, 935 14.2 

New Mexico 76 10 7.6 16, 023, 264 19, 723, 003 18.8 

New York 102 25 4.1 95, 611, 762 , 624 10.8 

North Carolina 17 2 8.5 3, 890, 984 , 0603 2.5 

North Dakota 21 3 7.0 4, 531, 008 3, 614 6.3 

Ohio 65 Y 7.2 31, 736, 169 . 989 14.7 
Oklahoma 38 5 7.6 5, 410, 301 76, 771 3.0 
Oregon Ss l 8.0 1, 049, 843 , 681 3.7 
Pennsylvania 132 25 5.3 77, 926, 829 781 6.5 

Rhode Island_ _. 15 4 3.8 8, 704, 176 , 300 9.4 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 15 l 15.0 1, 460, 212 5.4 

Texas 175 31 5. 6 47, 777, 103 2.7 

Utah 5 1 0 l, 1.2 
Vermont 7 l 7.0 3, ¢ 1.5 
Virginia 6 1 6.0 1, 6 ' 17.3 
Washington 10 2 5.0 q 2, 159, 022 4.7 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 6 l 6.0 1, 448, 345 1, 432, 818 1.1 
W yoming 41 4 10.3 4, 599, 922 4, 711, 526 2.4 
District of Columbia 20 2 10.0 3, 796, 285 3, 621, 507 4.8 
Hawaii s l 8.0 1, 370, 014 1, 249, 870 9.6 


Puerto Rico 


Total... 1, 597 259 6.2 618, 197, 562 660, 391, 322 6.4 
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ExuHrsit 3 


Bid opening report, 1st half 1957, total—Interstate only 





| Engineers esti- 




















| 

| Total Total amount of— | mate, percent 

| Average | | of low bid— 

State | es Es a> I a eee 

| of bids | 

| Number | Number | | Engineers | 

| of | of | Low bid estimate | Under | Over 

| bidders | contracts | 

| r a i stick nee acai 
ed 1 96 6 | 16. 0 $3, 021, 500 $3, 216, 900 6.1 
Pas di can cktcebaced 170 7 | 10.0 5, 029, 300 4, 848, 100 3.7 
Arkansas_..___- Rai eo Ganas : 
California__-_-_-__.-- i 157 23 6.8 | 59, 310, 800 2.3 
Colorado -_- in asbe 85 10 8.5 | 7, 768, 900 0.7 
Connecticut___.....------ 24 5 4.8 8, 758, 800 l 
Delaware. --. 
Florida__.___- ; 18 3 6.0 12, 067, 300 17.8 
a 6 1 6.0 844, 000 1.3 
Idaho- ; Mode alee ; ; 
Illinois ‘ iden 207 51 4.1 39, 222, 100 | 36, 891, 400 6.3 
Indiana_ 4 : . 
Iowa ce 249 42 5.9 7, 8, 225, 100 7.0 
Kansas_- ante 72 14 5.1 2, 3, 112, 600 5.1 
Kentucky-_-_-_-- i a 1 9.0 416, 000 10.6 
Louisiana _ de al 7 2 3.5 3 4, 064, 400 6.1 
J a ode ein 
Maryland _- g 54 11 4.9 7, 751, 800 8, 110, 300 1.4 
Massachusetts. - - ur 16 2 8.0 8, 800, 100 9, 365, 800 6.0 
Michigan. -- ’ 178 37 4.8 18, 888, 800 20, 781, 700 9.1 
Minnesota - - stehlee 74 | ~ 9.0 7, 926, 700 7, 944, 900 0.2 
Mississippi-_. Saba 123 12 10.3 17, 007, 500 19, 156, 100 11.2 
Missouri. __ ipl eee 62 13 4.8 25, 268, 800 27, 074, 500 6.7 
Montana........... Siac Eats Siivwarens ee iat ‘ ; 
Nebraska. ---_- sil 29 5 5.8 2, 026, 700 2, 355, 900 14.0 
Nevada- ot Z poet us ‘ 
New Hampshire. --_-_--- 6 1 6.0 1, 872, 800 9.6 
New Jersey - - 12 2 6.0 ; 5, 100 11.2 
New Mexico-- 2 59 ~ 7.4 7, 100 19.3 
New York-- ue wen 61 13 4.7 43, 360, 900 18. 1 
North Carolina- --- ca 94 10 9.4 6, 753, 600 6.8 
North Dakota_._.____- lll 11 10.1 328, 700 8.1 
Ohio__- ad : 34 5 6.8 926, 200 6.1 
Oklahoma_._- ; : 62 10 6.2 281, 200 1.7 
Oregon... : S 83 il 7.¢ 3,755, 600 8.6 
Pennsylvania. ___- ; 70 12 | 5.7 50, 306, 200 12.8 
Rhode Island_-- Cay 11 3 3.7 8, 701, 700 11.7 
South Carolina__- a 43 6 7.2 2, 813, 300 1.8 
South Dakota-_-_- a 13 2 6.5 479, 700 18.1 
Tennessee_.___ ; . . 
Texas_ ~ 240 35 6.9 39, 054, 100 40), 468, 800 3.5 
Utah_ a sunent 3 1 3.0 612, 300 618, 300 1.0 
Vermont : PS 7 1 7.0 3, 344, 200 3, 396, 100 1.5 
Virginia_____- | 6 1 | 6.0 1, 602, 500 1, 937, 000 17.3 
Washington ____-_- 131 20 6.6 8, 193, 800 9, 353, 000 12.4 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin._. ‘i . i a ee . 
Wyoming -- seaet 155 15 10.3 8, 213, 500 8, 743, 800 6.1 
District of Columbia. ____| 32 { 8.0 4, 428, 700 4, 220, 700 4.9 
Hawaii__. oa Deal . a 
Puerto Rico......__-- = a be he 

nea teens | 2, 739 424 6.5 448, 266, 100 482, 523, 300 1.8 : 





1 Interpolated. 
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EXHIBIT 4 


Bid opening report based on data received, 2d half 1957, Federal-aid funds— 
Eacept secondary 


| Engineers esti- 



















Total Total amount of— | mate, percent 
| Average | of low bid— 
State a CN  —, ee ee ee ee 
| | of bids 
| Number | Number | | Engineers | 
| of | of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | 
: | | | | 
Alabama 375 31 12. 1 $14, 270, 143 7.1 “ 
Arizona 133 14 9. 5 | 9, 978, 264 | 7.3 }.. 
Arkansas | 145 15 9.7 | 9, 176, 259 9.1 
California 210 24 8.8 | 44, 418, 543 9.1 ’ 
Colorado 249 29 | 8.6 | 21, 953, 463 6.1 |... 
Connecticut 98 12 | 8.2 | 8, 361, 812 | 3.9 | : 
Delaware 4l 5 8.2 2,962,948 | 24.4 |...... 
Florida 76 10 7.6 | 13, 827, 953 | 6.1 | 
Georgia. . 154 20 Pe 20, 881, 821 11.0 
Idaho | 88 12 7.3 6, , 688 15.9 
Illinois 526 121 4.3 69. , 818 6.5 
Indiana 199 43 4.6 14, 606, 338 16.1 
Iowa 406 RG 1.7 7, 305, 536 5.6 a 
Kansas 1, 075 197 5.5 2 29, 414, 771 7.3 
Kentucky | 85 19 4.5 15, 696, 187 16, 671, 751 5.9 4 
Louisiana 45 12 3.8 12, 994, 745 13, 501, 593 3.8 | 
Maine 86 16 5.4 6, 687, 996 7, 979, 344 16.2 
Maryland 139 18 Wea 10, 332, 801 | 10, 444, 069 1.1 
Massachusetts 175 15 11.7 18, 192, 300 | 21, 531, 192 15. 5 
Michigan 428 56 7.6 42, 078, 648 6.4 | 
Minnesota 192 24 8.0 8, 025, 100 9.5 
Mississippi 179 17 10. 5 1 531 14.5 
Missouri 138 23 6.0 12, 299, 399 13, 910, 260 11.6 
Montana 266 24 11.1 8, 158, 061 9, 581, 492 14.9 
Nebraska 357 58 6.2 13, 526, 764 15, 573, 117 13.1 
Nevada_._« 16 3 5.3 3, 578, 161 4, 037, 615 11.4 * 
New Hampshire &3 1] 7.5 7, 916, 095 8, 946, 681 11.5 
New Jersey 76 16 4.8 18, 046, 119 20, 227, 974 10.8 
New Mexico 109 18 6.1 14, 704, 403 9.7 
New York 302 60 5.0 102, 797, 401 13.8 | 
North Carolina 328 35 9. 4 13, 683, 634 5.1 
North Dakota 123 1] 11,2 6, 972, 102 8, 696, 481 19.8 
Ohio 356 47 7.6 109, 394, 930 22, 621, 731 10.8 
Oklahoma 592 89 6.7 25, 169, 633 26, 893, 143 6.4 
Oregon 421 40 10.5 5, 672, 982 18, 098, 285 13. 4 
Pennsylvania 176 21 8.4 41, 669, 823 45, 138, 887 a 
Rhode Island 4: 9 4.8 3, 264, 586 3, 988, 188 18. 1 
South Carolina 272 42 6.5 9, 354, 374 9, 718, 922 3.8 
South Dakota 4 12 7.8 6, 446, 352 6, 973, 584 7.6 
rennessee 126 17 7.4 5, 801, 620 15, 438, 932 |_. 2.3 
Texas 503 69 7.3 57, 613, 052 60, 035, 550 4.0 
Utah 55 ‘ 6.9 4, 661 5 5, 318, 913 12.4 
Vermont 24 3 8.0 3,2 : d 10. 1 
Virginia 243 37 5.9 25, < 20. 6 
Washington 431 41 10.5 3, ¢ 16. 1 
West Virginia 63 1] 5.7 3, 9 9.5 
Wisconsin 629 62 10.1 | 23, ; 11.2 
Wyoming 18] 19 9.5 8, 480, 277 10, 841, 761 21.8 
District of Columbia 47 | 7 6.7 5, 164, 701 5, 897, 143 12.4 
Hawaii 45 13 3.7 3, 764, 446 3, 767, 234 0.1 
Puerto Rico 4 l 4.0 904, 777 1, 011, 074 10.5 
Total 11, 210 1, 603 7.0 956, 985, 345 1, 062, 692, 061 9.9 





646 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 


EXHIBIT 5 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($0 to $24,999), Federal-aid 
funds—Eacept secondary 








Engineers esti 
Total Total amount o! mate, percent 
| Average of low bid 
State ie number 
| of bids 
| Number | Number Engineers 
of | of Low b estimate Under | Over 
| bidders | contracts 
| 
Alabama | 
Arizona 
Arkansas 6 l 6.0 $23, G69 $34, 401 0.3 
California 26 1 { 14, 595 1, 869 18.7 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 6 2 0 20), 233 A), SH2 
Illinois 
Indiana 6 ] 6.0 9,7 10, 927 | 
lowa YO 25 3.6 236, 022 260, 420 9.4 
Kansas 218 54 4.0 617, 376 658, 079 6.2 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 12 1 2.0 18, 000 60, 000 70.0 
Michigan 4 ] 1.0 10, 454 11, 499 9. 1 
Minnesota 20 } 5.0 89, 222 100, 927 11.6 
Mississippi 
Missouri - - 1] 2 30, 310 53, 456 13.3 
Montana 
Nebraska 40 ~ 0 82, 537 107, 530 23. 2 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 7 l 7.0 $197 3, 197 
New Jersey 7 2 3 41,010 6,717 27.7 
New Mexico 
New York 12 4 3.0 59, 678 63, 943 6.7 
North Carolina 50 N 6.3 72,110 97, 07 95.7 
North Dakota- 10 1 10.0 21, 470 20, 994 2 
Ohio il 2 5 7, 800 7, 800 
Oklahoma SU) 18 4.4 225, 881 249, 201 9.4 
Oregon 21 5 4.2 57, 831 72, 157 19.9 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island - 15 2 7.5 16, 260 $5, 150 64. 0 
South Carolina 6 ] 6.0 18, 236 18, 041 1.1 
South Dakota 7 1 7.0 21, 167 24, 856 14.8 
Tennessee 
Texas.__ 38 4 9 73, 562 91, 172 19.3 
Utah 
Vermont. 
Virginia. 2 ] 2.0 7, 533 27, 263 35.7 
Washington 
West Virginia 6 ] 6.0 6, 195 6, 195 
Wisconsin _- 4 2 4.5 4, 589 4, 589 
W yoming 
District of Columbia 
Hawaii 16 3.2 6, 123 87, 280 35.7 
Puerto Rico_- . 4 
nak ddthdanie 736 161 4.6 1, 885, 117 2, 248, 600 16.2 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($25,000 to $49,999), Federal- 
aid funds—Eaecept secondary 


Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
State . number i Jacana 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts \ 
Alabama 20 3 6.7 $116, 095 $121, 722 4.6 | 
Arizona 7 1 7.0 27, 997 30, 870 9.3 
Arkansas 
California 38 4 9.5 148, 732 | 143, 610 | 3.6 
Colorads 
Connecticut 12 2 6.0 75, 666 91, 466 17.3 . 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 18 3 6.0 91, 911 99, 241 7.4 
Illinois 89 6 5.0 296, 381 313, 437 5.4 
Indiana 3 ! 3.0 41, 099 41,195 0.2 ic 
lowa 55 12 4.6 462, 059 506, 286 8.5 
Kansas 169 30 5.6 1, 141, 737 1, 198, 792 ae 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine @ 
Maryland > 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
M itn t% 
M ssissipp 
Missouri 23 ; a9 119, 860 201, 391 40.5 
Mi ont in s ] x.) 46), 861 50, 823 7.8 
Nebrask a) | &.8 142, 942 183, 365 22. 0 
Nevad ; 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 12 4 1.0) 120, 680 113, 603 6.2 
New York 
North Carolina 19 l 19.0 40, 284 59, 544 32.3 
North Dake ta 
Onl 
Oklahoma 3 6 5.0 236, 560 257, 344 8.1 
Oregon 
Pennsylvani a) l 5.0 46, 750 53, 489 12.6 
Rhode Island 5 l 5.0 32, 990 47, 000 29.8 
South Carolina 64 10 6.4 435, 747 463, 457 6.0 
South Dik ta 
bennessee 
Veé s 17 3 5.7 105, 930 125, 352 15. 5 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virgini 2 2 1.0 63, 791 63, 304 0.8 
W hineton ] ] 1.0 27, 616 37, 498 26.4 
West Virgini 
Wise -nsin 
Wvomin« 
Distriet of Columbia 
Hawaii 4g 2 4.5 68, 410 97, 514 29.8 
Puerto Rice 


Petal 583 1) 5.8 3, 891, 098 | 4, 300, 303 v 


on 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($50,000 to $99,999), Federal- 
aid funds—Except secondary 


| 


Total 

















| | Total amount of mate, percent 
| Average | of low bid— 
State ee a number |___ 7 ae cee aes 
| | of bids | | 
Number | Number | | | Engineers 
of of | Low bid | estimate Under | Over 
| bidders | contracts | 
— —_ pom - - ee = | 
Alabama..----- | 28 | 3 | 9.3 $234, 786 $237, 080 1.0 | 
Arizona - _- | | 
Arkansas.-- Dace 
California_- ‘: . | ll | 2 5.5 149, 799 179, 568 16.6 | 
Colorado-_--- | 17 2 8.5 141, 254 150, 951 6.4 | 
Connecticut___- ll 2 5.5 | 149, 808 191, 283 21.7 | 
Delaware - --- ; : | 
Florida___-- 6 1 6.0 75, 512 , 327 32. 2 | 
Georgia .-_- | 3 1 3.0 56, 553 : i} 8.3 
Idaho- _-- c | 
Illinois 79 14 5.6 1, 165, 206 1, 291, 263 9.8 | 
Indiana_ - 10 $ 2.5 356, 007 416, 671 14.6 | 
Iowa. = 136 28 4.9 1, 939, 188 2, 088, 960 7.2 | 
Kansas __-.-- ad ; 379 52 6.3 3. 783, 582 3, 802, 544 0.5 
Kentucky. 
Louisiana -- 
Maine : 16 3 5.3 214, 402 251, 900 14.9 
Maryland_- 9 l 9.0 66, 330 77, 427 14.3 
Massachusetts - - - 11 2 5.5 64, 413 67, 754 | r @4 
Michigan -- -- 21 3 7.0 251, 923 300, 096 16. 1 
Minnesota - - --- 31 3 10.3 215, 907 292, 125 26.1 | 
Mississippi--- 3 1 3.0 69, 847 75, 280 7.2 
Missouri. 4 l 4.0 &3, 750 156, 000 46.3 
Montana__- 19 2 9.5 105, 025 118, 713 11.5 
Nebraska- - ----- 92 13 7.1 963, 973 1,179,261 | 18.3 
Nevada. 4 1 4.0 73, 962 107, 848 31.4 
New Hampshire- .---_-- | | 
New Jersey . 13 5 2.6 341, 650 344, 141 0.7 
New Mexico--- 7 1 7.0 71, 578 97, 750 26.8 
New York. ‘ 21 5 4.2 389, 936 473, 000 17.6 
North Carolina_ 19 2 9.5 172, 503 240, 687 28.3 | 
North Dakota_-_-- , 
Ohio 11 l 11.0 87, 383 100, 600 
Oklahoma-_----- 63 10 6.3 677, 966 788, 800 : 
Oregon _. 88 7 12.6 570, 418 654, 947 12.9 
Pennsylvania -_- : 
Rhode Island : 4 1 4.0 55, 715 65, 900 15.5 
South Carolina_- 68 12 5.7 926, 109 969, 944 4.5 | 
South Dakota 6 1 6.0 80, 985 100, 513 19.4 
Tennessee : 
Texas _- 12 3 4.0 231, 310 227, 248 1.8 
Utah_- 3 1 3. 0 79, 426 87, 203 8.9 
Vermont_- 
Virginia -- : 20 3 6.7 237, 457 268, 292 11.5 
Washington : 30 3 10. 0 227, 538 243, 813 6.7 | 
West Virginia_- 13 2 6.5 163, 957 178, 544 8.2 
Wisconsin -__- ‘ 87 6 14.5 418, 849 544, 865 23.1 | 


Wyoming , 

District of Columbia_ 

Hawaii__..- ; E 1 5.0 74, 993 87 
Puerto Rico-- 


on 
b 


401 | 14.2 | 
| 


ee eee 1, 310 | 203 6.5 14, 974, 000 16, 621, 901 9.9 | 


eee UU EEEEI EIRENE IEE EnERRERRERRERERRRRER - - - _ 


Engineers esti- 


oo 
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Exuisir 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($100,000 to $249,999), 





Total 


Federal-aid funds—EHacept secondary 


| F | Engineers esti- 
| Total amount of— | mate, percent 
































Average | of low bid— 
State number a. - iets ce 
| of bids se 
Number | Number | Engineers | 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | 
eee - t ae SES Sed Memo 
Alabama. 109 | 9 | 12.1 | $1, 755, 707 $1,866,104} 5.9 | . 
Arizona... 24 3 | 8.0 648, 265 | 663, 102 | 2.2 | a 
Arkansas... 69 | 6 | 11.5 | 1, 203, 931 | 1, 337, 248 10.0 5 
California 24 | 3 | 8.0 | 450, 881 487,779 | 7.6 > 
Colorado 22 3 | 7.3 | 658, 187 703, 115 | 6.4 | . 
Connecticut 26 2 | 13.0 | 339, 608 407, 776 16.7 | <8 
Delaware... -. 6 | l 6.0 | 228, 554 320, 670 , sw Reel 
Florida__--- | | . slam ‘ s 
Georgia. - 15 | 3 | 5.0 | 476, 028 | 521, 820 er”. 
Idaho 10 | 2 5.0 381, 505 | 379, 986 cuiaash. 1 an 
Illinois 110 30 3.7 5, 123, 817 | 5, 338, 132 re 
Indiana. 89 19 4.7 | 3, 163, 841 3, 789, 181 16. 5 | ba 
lowa 95 16 5.9 | 2, 231, 290 2, 387, 890 i ec 
Kansas 187 33 | 5.7 5, 138, 396 5,402,110} 4.9] : 
Kentucky_. Depsid tars = | x 
Louisiana 3 1 |} 3.0 | 114, 545 | 85, 610 |__ .--| 33.8 
Maine. .... 29 4 7.3 606, 988 756, 718 | 19.8 |_- : 
Maryland... 55 | 8 6.9 | 1, 492, 101 | 1, 712, 765 12.9 : 
Massachusetts - . - 36 2 18.0 | 315, 303 388, 476 18.8 . 
Michigan~ 98 | 13 | 7.5 2, 343, 099 12.0 | “es 
Minnesota. 60 | 7 | 8.6 1, 512, 556 11.7 
Mississippi 40 | 3 13.3 | 527, 608 10. 4 
Missouri 25 | 5 5.0 | 971, 397 | 7.7 = 
Montana | 128 | 12 10.7 | 225,598 |} 17.4 |_. 
Nebraska 65 13 5.0 | 124} 12.7] 
Nevada." 
New Hampshire. 16 3 5.3 598, 578 647, 487 | 7.6 | 
New Jersey - 9 2 4.5 323, 932 330, 705 2.0 
New Mexico. - ‘ | ‘ a 
New York 61 | 11 | 5.5 | 1, 832, 975 2,301,000 | 20.3 | 
North Carolina... 34 4 8.5 | 761, 644 778, 301 2.1 | 
North Dakota-... 19 2 9.5 470, 353 546, 746 14.0 | “ 
Ohio 29 3 9.7 | 586, 424 | 10. 2 . 
Oklahoma 179 26 | 6.9 4, 071, 941 | 5.0 | é 
Oregon... 108 9 12.0 | 1, 281, 323 | | 13.6 = 
Pennsylvania_ - 17 2 | 8.5 | 284, 141 | | 4.0 
Rhode Island Sauter : 
South Carolina.. 48 8 | 6.0 1, 300, 956 1, 404, 396 eS a 
South Dakota_-. 20 3 | 7.3 | 563, 122 699, 656 | 19. 5 | 
Tennessee. 14 | 2 | 7.0 420, 732 | 458, 695 | 8.3 | 
Texas 78 | 10 | 7 1, 984, 546 2, 080, 379 | 4.6 | q 
Utah... 10 | 2 | 5.0 369, 060 | 388, 911 | 5.1 | z= 
Vermont wien | | | a 
Virginia_. 26 5 5.2 | 1, 761, 714 2, 12.1 
Washington 159 | 18 &.8 3, 118, 563 3, 6 13. 6 
West Virginia_. 11 | 3 | 3.7 | 485, 793 | 12.3 | 2 
Wisconsin-.-- 192 22 | 8.7 | 3, 978, 850 4, 516, 573 11.9 | i 
Wyoming 43 | 6 | 7.2 | 986, 547 | 1,063,977 | 7.3 |_- 
District of Columbia. 6 | 1 | 6.0 162, 258 | 200, 095 UE 4 beenst< 
Hawaii S 2 4.0 416, 329 525,300 | 20.7 |-_- % 
Puerto Rico-.. Bee = anal J ‘ sah Rai Seiapobe 
, ee 2, 412 | 342 | 7.1 59, 027, 539 65, 633, 323 e415. 
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EXHIBIT 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($250,000 to $499,999) , 
Federal-aid funds—Ezcept secondary 


State 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho. 
Tlinois. 
Indiana 

Iowa. 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana. 
Nebraska 
Nevada. 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

W yoming 
District of Columbia 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 


Total 


Total 
Average 
=e number 
of bids 
Number | Number 
of of 
bidders | contracts 
130 ll 11.8 
12 2 6.0 
20 2 10.0 
86 10 R. 
~ ] 8.0 
27 3 9.0 
12 2 6.0 
1] 2 5. 5 
13 1 13.0 
138 31 4 
il 13 4.7 
22 4 5.5 
06 17 5.6 
16 4 4.0 
22 5 1.4 
32 7 1.6 
33 3 11.0 
27 3 9.0 
130 16 &. 1 
35 4 s 
41 10.3 
26 5 5. 2 
38 3 12. 7 
85 14 6.1 
6 1 6.0 
q 1 90 
5 l 50 
45 1] 4.1 
102 12 8. 5 
54 5 10.8 
22 3 7.3 
116 14 &.3 
oO © 8.0 
10 3 3.3 
51 t 8.5 
30 ; 10.0 
17 4 4.3 
107 14 7.¢ 
16 1 16.0 
x l &.0 
56 y 6.2 
147 11 13.4 
12 2 6.0 
189 lf 11.8 
43 ) &.6 
5 1 5.0 
3 l 3.0 
2, 225 298 ” 


Total amount of 


Engineers 


Low bid 





$3, 719, 935 $4, 
665, 474 
566, 950 

3, 

] 

1] 

4 

1 

1 

' 

1 
469, 338 
3655, 388 
395, 312 

4, 071, 560 4 

4, 250, 461 4 

1, 966, SSO 2 

1, 151, 859 1 

5, 631, 505 ( 

2, 197, 725 2 

946, 051 l 

1, 975, 353 2 

1, 143, 236 1 

1, 605, 166 1 
5, 029, 143 
268, 527 
253, 592 
2, 917, 485 

3, 913, 955 5 
643, 412 

5, 951, 596 " 

1, 710, 478 2 
323, 008 
291, 141 


105, 042, 373 11s, 0 


», 121 


estimate 


105, 439 
690, 612 
477 


684, 


g 


1s] 


2, 440 
7,673 
305, 444 
924, 716 
773, 924 
504, 674 
524, 290 
845, 767 
210, 410 
183, 372 
170, 714 
958, 618 
R85. 195 
204, HU 


O08, 948 


=} 





432 
724 


849, 320 





Engineers esti- 
mate, percent 
of low bid 


Under | Over 


10.2 


“IN > 


’ 


aan uw 


18.6 
8. 


19 ‘ 


15.8 
16.8 
10.0 
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Exursir 5—Continued 
Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($500,000 to $999,999) , 


Federal-aid funds—Eacept secondary 


Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average | of low bid 
State number 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 


bidders | contracts 














Alabama 46} 2 23.0 $1, 594, 350 13.5 
Arizona 70 6 11.7 4.214, 470 ee 
Arkansas 27 3 9.0 2, 780, 767 20. 5 
California ) 1 6.0 604, 707 9.7 
Colorado 35 4 8.8 2, 878, 613 2.0 
Connecticut 29 3 9.7 2, 002, 925 7.3 
Delaware 8 l 8.0 26.7 
Florida 15 2 7.5 12.1 
Georgia 73 s 9.1 9.0 
Idaho 15 2 7.5 18.1 
Illinois 86 23 3.7 4.7 
Indiana 15 3 5.0 10.8 
lowa S ] 8.0 7.8 
Kansas 52 8 6.5 9.0 
Kentucky 38 g 4.2 7, 203, 049 7.3 
Louisiana 9 2 4.5 1, 190, 408 4.0 
Maine l 5.0 742, 597 19.6 
Maryland 16 2 8.0 1, 440. 359 7.4 
Massachusetts a 
Michigan 101 13 7.8 9, 024, 675 10 11.4 
Minnesota 38 5 7.6 3, 386, 004 3, 6.3 
Mississippi 19 3 6.3 2, 369, 683 2, 4.0 
Missouri 27 4 6.8 2, 877, 218 a, 16.4 
Montana 26 3 8.5 1, 842, 460 2, 13.1 
Nebraska 31 4 7.8 2, 364, 908 2, 16.8 
Nevada.‘ 6 l 6.0 872, 242 9 
New Hampshire 20 2 10.0 1, 202, 432 1, 38% 13. 1 
New Jersey 2 l 2.0 816, 189 1.2 
New Mexico 43 6 7.2 4, 526, 962 { 12.9 ® 
New York 29 6 4.8 4.602, 517 5, 3 11.7 
North Carolina 69 5 13.8 3, 666, 095 3, 3.4 
North Dakota 12 l 12.0 690, 969 936, 280 26. 2 ‘ 
Ohio 7 3 2.3 1, 867, 667 2,011, 100 : | 
Oklahoma 80 Y 8.9 6, 325, 567 6, 449, 641 1.9 
Oregon 90 8 11.3 5, 194, 603 5, 69, 236 13.0 
Pennsylvania 22 3 7.3 2 348 2, 377, 934 5.9 
thode Island 5 ] 5.0 784, 363 280, 200 20.0 
South Carolina 25 4 6.3 2, 628, 131 2, 645, 849 ce 
South Dakota 25 3 8.3 1, 939, 022 1, 821, 539 6.4 
rennessee 67 7 9.6 4, 712, 384 4.942, 495 4.7 
Texas 120 15 8 0 10, 010, 621 10, 42% 4.0 
Utah 13 2 6.5 1, 389, 290 1, 509, 916 8.0 
Vermont 4 l 9.0 639, 060 682, 549 6.4 
Virginia 61 4 6.8 6, 059, 321 7, 831, 747 22.6 
Washineton 56 5 11.2 3, 301, 515 3.911, O98 15.6 
West Virginia 16 2 8.0 1, 469, 404 1, 630, 487 9.9 
Wisconsin 124 13 a5 8, 373, 167 8, 972, 864 6.7 
W voming Sf 7 12.3 4, 738, 599 6, 032, 275 21.4 
District of Columbia 26 4 6.5 2, 868, 567 3, 204, 759 10.5 
Hawaii 4 l 4 0 619, 580 623, 264 6 
Puerto Rico 4 1 4.0 904, 777 1,011, 074 10 5 
Total... 1, 816 233 7.8 160, 423, 336 177, 006, 858 ¥.4 


22769-—_58—_—42 
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Exurisir 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($50,000 to $99,999), Federal- 
aid funds—Ezcept secondary 


| 
| Engineers esti- 








Total Total amount of— mate, percent 
| Average | of low bid— 
State Se 2 
| | of bids | | 
Number | Number | | Engineers 
of of | Low bid | estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | 
——E nano senna aun hen: an ee - - aoniamn 
| | 
Alabama._-_.....__-- 28 | 3 | 9.3 | $234, 786 $237, 080 1.0 | 
Arizona--.-- ; | 
Arkansas__- 4 = 
California -- 7 | 11 | 2 5.5 149, 799 179, 568 16.6 | 
Colorado-_--.-- : 17 | 2 8.5 141, 254 150, 951 6.4 | 
Connecticut _.__- 11 | 2 5.5 | 149, 808 | 191,283 | 21.7 | 
Delaware _ --- : = ; | 
Florida ___..-- 6 1 | 6.0 75, 512 111, 327 32.2 | 
Georgia - ._- | 3 | 3.0 56, 553 52, 202 Pa? 
Idaho__-- ad oe a | 
Illinois 79 | 14 | 5.6 1, 165, 206 1, 291, 263 9.8 | 
Indiana. -_- 10 | 4 | 2.5 356, 007 416, 671 14.6 
Iowa. . ven : 136 28 4.9 1, 939, 188 2, 088, 960 7.2 
Kansas ---_- Sdoaadhideshet 379 | 52 6.3 3, 783, 582 3, 802, 544 0.5 
Kentucky -- | | 
Louisiana - - ; ; 
Maine ; icin 16 3 5.3 214, 402 14.9 
Maryland.-- is 9 1 9.0 66, 330 14.3 | 
Massachusetts - - - -- 11 2 5.5 64, 413 : 4 
Michigan - - - -- ‘ 21 3 7.0 251, 923 16.1 
Minnesota - -_-- 31 | 3 10.3 215, 907 26. 1 
Mississippi---_- 3 | I 3.0 69, 847 7.2 | 
Missouri- 4 | l 4.0 83, 750 56, 46.3 
Montana.-_-......----- 19 | 2 9.5 105, 025 118, 713 11.5 
Nebraska--..--- i 92 13 7 963, 973 1,179,261 | 18.3 | 
Nevada. 4 1 | 4.0 73, 962 107,848 | 31.4 
New Hampshire --_.-- | | 
New Jersey - - ----- 13 5 2.6 341, 650 344, 141 | 0.7 | 
New Mexico--.- me 1 7.0 71, 578 97, 750 | 26.8 | 
New York------ 21 5 4.2 | 389, 936 473,000 | 17.6] 
North Carolina _ 19 | 2 | 9.5 72, 503 240,687 | 28.3 |- 
North Dakota 
Ohio-_ 11 1 11.0 87, 383 100, 600 13.1 
Oklahoma...._. 63 | 10 6.3 677, 966 788, 800 | 14.1 
Oregon _. . 88 7 12.6 570, 418 654, 947 12.9 
Pennsylvania -- . é 
Rhode Island _--- 4 1 | 4.0 55, 715 65, 900 15.5 
South Carolina__- 68 12 5.7 926, 109 969, 944 4.5 | 
South Dakota_- 6 1 | 6.0 80, 985 100, 513 19.4 | 
‘Tennessee _-_ x | 
‘Texas __ ; 12 | 3 4.0 231, 310 227, 248 | 1.8 
Utah_- ‘ 3 1 | 3.0 79, 426 87, 203 | 8.9 |.- 
Vermont_- wed ; | | 
Virginia __-- ‘ 20 | 3 6.7 237, 457 268,292; 11.5] 
Washington ____-__--_- 30 | 3 10. 0 227, 538 243,813 | 6.7} 
West Virginia__-_- 13 | 2 6.5 163, 957 178, 544 | 8.2 | 
Wisconsin-.-_- - 87 6 14.5 418, 849 544, 865 23.1 } 
Wyoming ; | 
District of Columbia- -- ‘ 1 ott ‘ 
Hawaii-_-_-__- sade tae | 5 1 5.0 74, 993 87,401 | 14.2 


Puerto Rico-- 


TN scien 1,310 | 203 6.5 14, 974, 000 16, 621, 901 | 9.9 | 
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Exurpsit 5—Continued 


| Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($100,000 to $249,999), 
' 





Federal-aid funds—Eacept secondary 















































Engineers esti- 
Total Total amount of— | mate, percent 
Average of low bid— 
State Nace eer ies ao Pe 
j of bids | 
i Number | Number | Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
i bidders | contracts 
| 
} Alabama. naciiialiads latte -| 109 9 12.1 $1, 755, 707 $1, 866, 104 5.9 7 
' TN i ccccnine xe | 24 | 3 8.0 648, 265 | 663, 102 2.2 = 
Arkansas... (dae 69 | 6 11.5 1, 203, 931 | 1, 337, 248 | 8k all a 
California. ‘ 24 | 3 | 8.0 | 450, 881 487,779 | 7.6 |... 
Colorado. ‘ 22 3 7.3 | 658, 187 703, 115 6.4 |. . 
Connecticut... 26 | 2 13.0 | 339, 608 407, 776 > i oe 
Delaware... -- es 6 1 | 6.0 | 228, 554 | 320, 670 We Bedeaie 
Florida_..-.- a anne = | | eeu ‘ si aatacie ates oldie 
Georgia. - -. aan a 15 3 | 5.0 | 476, 028 521, 820 GU Leonean 
f Idaho ai tall 10 2 5.0 381, 505 370, 066 |....-... 0.4 
; Iilinois. - . den —— 110 | 30 3.7 | 5, 123, 817 5, 338, 132 0 bisa, 
; Indiana. * | 89 19 4.7 | 3, 163, 841 3, 789, 181 Pe ahi 
lowa 95 16 5.9 2, 231, 290 2, 387, 890 Me Ticcinc ta 
Kansas | 187 | 33 5.7 | 5, 138, 396 5, 402, 110 4) 
Kentucky-. ee : Saciatesienm : ae “<2 
Louisiana. .---.--- | 3 |} 1 3.0 114, 545 | 85, 610 |__ : 33.8 
Maine. ...- , ed 29 4 | 7.3 606, 988 | 756,718 | 19.8 }...... 
Maryland_. 55 | 8 | 6.9 1, 492, 101 | 1, 712, 765 A acckae 
Massachusetts. - - aol 36 | 2 | 18.0 | 315, 303 | 388, 476 TE he cae 
Michigan. . - — 9S 13 7.5 2, 060, 926 2, 343, 099 12.0 ts 
Minnesota. .. | 60 7 8.6 1, 335, 894 | 1, 512, 556 Baw 
Mississippi... a 40 3 13.3 472, 628 | 527, 608 Meee 
Missouri. | 25 5 | 5.0 896, 886 | 971, 397 7.7 | » 
Montana... : 128 12 | 10.7 1, 839, 026 | 2, 225, 598 Fal Bs caaie 
Nebraska_ -- | 65 | 13 5.0 2, 332, 951 2, 672, 124 SE A incense 
Nevada | ale 5 | 
New Hampshire... .. | 16 3 | 5.3 | 598, 578 | 647, 487 7.6 | a 
New Jersey. --- ‘ 9 | 2 | 4.5 323, 932 | 330, 705 AER asicata hve 
New Mexico. -- paeal Seis ae eaten | oa msonaitandie heated eee 
New York. _. ean 61 11 | 5.5 | 1, 832, 975 | 2, 301, 000 BN ancsae 
North Carolina... 34 4 8.5 761, 644 778, 301 2.1 * 
North Dakota... itn steal 19 2 | 9.5 470, 353 546, 746 BID Diocientin 
Ohio a wire 4 29 | $1 9.7 586, 424 660, 700 3) 
Oklahoma............ 179 26 6.9 4, 071, 941 4, 285, 733 ORS. 
\ Oregon ——— 108 9 12.0 1, 281, 323 1, 482, 362 Be ee nsits 
} Pennsylvania- - -_--_-- 17 | 2 8.5 284, 141 295, 913 Sh acsts 
Rhode Island _--_. mel Bs wigs ems eieiroes ayes 4 are nan siege eet ntinn 
South Carolina__- 48 | 8 6.0 | 1, 300, 956 | 1, 404, 396 SA Dia ceetiocs 
South Dakota.. 20 | 3 7.4 563, 122 699, 656 TS Pcavan 
Tennessee... = 14 2 7.0 420, 732 458, 695 BM Mecvecasctes 
Os, <n nae 78 | 10 7.8 1, 984, 546 2, 080, 379 4.6 a | 
Utah..... 10 2 5.0 369, 060 388, 911 GS fs. | 
Vermont - | iiss ical tll agit | [e. E ints cenit Tous i 
Virginia_. “ | 26 5 5.2 1, 761, 714 | 2, 003, 282 RAT Risix 
Washington_.......-- 159 18 | 8.8 | 3, 118, 563 3, 608, 375 8 ae 
West Virginia..........--] 11 3 3.7 485, 793 553, 873 (+e ere 
PE ial 192 22 8.7 3, 978, 850 | 4, 516, 573 EE deusdien / 
Wyoming " - | 43 6 7.2 986, 547 1, 063, 977 Pedant | 
District of Columbia_---- 6 1 6.0 162, 258 200, 095 TE Piece f 
Re hacen arenictul 8 2 4.0 416, 329 525, 300 DA Bibectek« 
PO a si icicanescfeaneen chal eahiSiche neti aces Jiccnhoncddndnaus | <énttehed ne tuk eee taba cenee 
n 
{ ES  anhavwvswund 2, 412 342 7.1 59, 027, 539 65, 633, 323 MT cu 
| | 
; 
i 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($250,000 to $499,999), 


Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 


Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
State ee a tenn number 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 


bidders | contracts 














Alabama 130 ll 11.8 $3, 719, 935 $4, 105, 439 9.4 
Arizona 12 2 6.0 665, 474 690, 612 3.6 
Arkansas 20 2 10.0 566, 950 684, 477 17.2 
California 
Colorado 86 10 8.6 3, 738, 938 3, 3.4 
Connecticut & 1 8.0 493, 306 7: 14.6 
Delaware 27 3 9.0 1, 031, 126 1, 305, 444 21.0 
Florida 2 2 6.0 834, 690 924, 716 9.7 
Georgia 11 2 5.5 729, 260 773, 924 5.8 
Idaho. 13 l 13.0 418, 835 504, 674 17.0 
Iilinois. 138 31 4.5 10, 823, 052 11, 524, 290 6.1 
Indiana - Al 13 4.7 4, O85, 725 4, 845, 767 15.7 
Iowa. 22 4 5.5 1, 105, 5 1, 210, 410 8.7 
Kansas 96 17 5.6 6, 459, 7, 183, 372 10.2 
Kentucky 16 4 4.0 1, 208, 1,170,714 2 
Louisiana 22 5 4.4 1, 867, 1, 958, 618 4.7 
Maine 4 32 7 4.6 2, 525, 2, 885, 195 12.5 
Maryland 33 3 11.0 994. 59 1, 209, 698 17.8 
Massachusetts 27 3 9.0 895, 533 1, 008, 948 11.2 
Michigan « 130 16 8.1 5, 476, 7 121, 721 10.5 
Minnesota. _. 35 4 8.8 1, 229, 97 1, 482, 263 14,1 
Mississippi 41 4 10.3 1, 453, 1, 724, 506 15.7 
Missouri 26 5 5.2 1, 694, 1, 849, 320 7.9 
Montana 38 3 12.7 861, : 1, 131, 478 23.9 
Nebraska : 85 14 6.1 4, 700, 526 5, 377, 883 12.6 
Nevada... 
New Hampshire 6 1 6.0 19.8 
New Jersey q 1 9.0 3f 12.3 
New Mexico. -- 5 l 5.0 395, 312 7.6 
New York 45 1] 4.1 4, 071, 560 4, 65! 12. 5 
North Carolina 102 12 8.5 4, 250, 461 4, 825, 192 11.9 
North Dakota 54 5 10.8 1, 946, S80 2, 327, 885 15.5 
Ohio 22 3 7.3 1, 151, 859 1, 6 6.3 
Oklahoma 116 14 8.3 5, 631, 505 6, 244, 543 9.8 
Oregon_.. 51 6 8.5 2, 197, 725 2, 467, 002 10.9 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 6 10 3 3.3 946, 051 1, 162, 036 18.6 
South Carolina 51 6 8.5 1, 975, 353 2, 147, 393 8.0 
South Dakota 30 3 10.0 1, 143, 236 1, 468, 120 22. 1 
Tennessee 17 4 4.3 1, 605, 166 1, 505, 827 6.6 
Texas _- 107 14 7.6 5, 029, 143 5 313. 343 5.3 
Utah 16 1 16.0 268, 527 205, 592 9.5 
Vermont 8 1 &.0 253, 592 206, 351 14.4 
Virginia 56 4 6.2 2, 917, 485 3. 378, 745 13.7 
Washington __. 147 11 13.4 3, 913, 955 4, 857, 958 19.4 
West Virginia 12 2 6.0 643, 412 703, 878 8.6 
Wisconsin 189 16 11.8 5, 951, 596 7, 071, 359 5.8 
W yoming 43 5 &.6 1,710, 478 2 055, 557 16.8 
District of Columbia 5 ] 5.0 323, 008 $53, 823 10.0 
Hawaii 3 1 3.0 291, 141 291, 141 
Puerto Rico ‘ 

Total 2, 225 298 7.5 105, 042, 373 118, 091, 592 11.1 
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651 
Exuisir 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($500,000 to $999,999), 
Federal-aid funds—Exgcept secondary 


Engineers esti- 
Total Total amount of— mate, percent 
Average | of low bid— 
State - . “* number 


of bids " aae 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under | Over 
bidders | contracts 


| 
| 
| 








Alabama 46 2 23.0 $1, 379, 537 $1, 594, 350 13.5 
Arizona. . 70 6 74 3, 908, 104 4, 214, 470 7.3 
Arkansas... 27 3 9.0 2, 210, 148 2, 780, 767 20.5 
California 6 l 6.0 546, 315 604, 707 9.7 
Colorado 35 4 8.8 2, $21, 6 2, 878, 613 2.0 
Connecticut 29 3 9.7 | 1, 857, 2, 002, 922 7.3 | 
Delaware s 1 8.0 979, 5 1, 336, 834 26.7 | 
Florida 15 2 7.5 1, 299, 1, 477, 537 12.1 
Georgia 73 | s 9.1 6, 079, 6, 680, 967 9.0 | 
Idaho_. 15 2 7.5 1, 316, 7% 1, 608, 117 18.1 | 
Illinois 86 23 3.7 15, 263, 36: 16, 007, 951 4.7 
Indiana 15 3 5.0 1, 914, 2, 146, 720 0.8 
lowa 8 1 8.0 917, § 851, 570 7.8 
Kansas 52 8 6.5 5, 727, 6, 292, 855 9.0 
Kentucky 38 4 4.2 6, 677, 7, 203, 049 7.¢ 
Louisiana 9 2 4.5 1, 238, 236 1, 190, 408 4.0 
Maine 5 l 5.0 597, 341 742, 597 19.6 
Maryland 16 2 8.0 1, 333, 846 1, 440, 359 7.4 
Massachusetts . 
Michigan 10) 13 7.8 10, 11.4 | 
Minnesota 38 5 7.6 3. 6.3 |. 
Mississippi 19 3 6.3 2, 4.0 | 
Missouri 27 | 4 6.8 S 16. 4 | 
Montana 26 3 8.5 2, ER iccs 
Nebraska 31 4 7.8 2, 16.8 . 
Nevada. _' 6 l 6.0 .9 
New Hampshire 20 2 10. ( 13.1 
New Jersey . 2 1 2.0 1.2 
New Mexico 43 6 7.2 12.9 ss 
New York 29 6 4.8 | 11.7 | 
North Carolina 69 5 13.8 3.4 |. 
North Dakota 12 1 12.0 26.2 | . 
Ohio 7 3 2.3 a 
Oklahoma 80 9 8.9 1.9 |} 
Oregon 90 & 11.3 13.0 
Pennsylvania 22 3 7.3 5.9 
Rhode Island 5 1 5.0 20.0 
South Carolina 25 4 6.3 7 
South Dakota 25 3 8.3 6.4 
Tennessee 67 7 9.6 4.7 
Texas 120 15 & 0 1 4.0 
Utah 13 2 6.5 8.0 
Vermont 9 l 9.0 \y 6.4 
Virginia 61 9 6.8 6, 059, 321 22.6 
Washington 56 5 11.2 3, 301, 515 15.6 
West Virginia | 16 2 8.0 1, 469, 404 9.9 
Wisconsin __-- 124 13 9.5 8, 373, 167 6.7 
W yvoming 86 7 12.3 4, 738, 599 21.4 
District of Columbia- 26 4 6.5 2, 868, 567 10.5 
Hawaii 4 1 40 619, 580 6 
Puerto Rico : 4 1 4.0 904, 777 10 5 

Total. _. 3 1,816 233 7.8 160, 423, 336 177, 006, 858 ¥.4 


22769-—58—_—42 


were 
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ExuHisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($1,000,000 to $1,999,999), 
Federal-aid funds—Eacept secondary 





| Engineers esti- 























| 
| 
Total Total amount of— | mate, percent 
| | Average | | of low bid— 
State | | number oe rai Ree 
of bids | 
Number | Number | Engineers | 
of of Low bid estimate | Under | Over 
bidders | contracts | | 
| | -" Pad se j | 
Aiea Ss os. cl 13 1 13.0 | $1, 242, 074 | $1,447,393 | 14.2 
ES ee 10 1 | 10.0 | 1, 571, 800 1, 730, 914 | 9.2 
CS NSE ae 2: 3 7.7 4, 332, 693 | 4, 339, 366 | 2 | 
aoe 4 1 4.0 1, 095, 170 | 1,319,125 | 17.0] 
Colorado. 1 oss ee 89 | 10 8.9 13, 250, 044 | 14, 348, 344 7.7 
Connecticut_....-------- 5 1 5.0 | 1, 465, 932 | 1, 301, 863 12.6 
ERIN. oc wbneasnoes |. gst Ein cne J _ 
Ek... asdeecenee | 24 2 12.0 3, 080, 284 2, 757, 807 f 22.7 
ee, dt... Sat ke | 30 4 7.5 6, 361, 294 | 7, 683, 635 17.2 
ER sawsiwieckbucbitine sl 10 1 10. 0 | 1, 081, 826 | 1, 189, 022 9.0 |_. 
Illinois. cee een 63 12 5.3 | 16, 171, 168 | 17, 637, 440 8.3 | 
EE a 15 2 7.5 | 2, 691, 103 3, 355, 877 19.8 | 
Rac nncwne fe abi dans wie : a Laake | = 
Se ee | 24 | 3 8.0 | 4, 399, 211 4, 877, 019 | 9.8 | 
Kentucky.......-------- 31 6 | 5.2 | 7, 810, 981 | 8,207,988 | 5.9 
RIND... onc wwsos 6 2 | 3.0 3, 117, 300 | 3, 250, 312 | 4.1 | 
Eitan seiakbee na lamseeeak ess = 
Maryland pdb htbiek 21 3 | 7.0 4, 003, 951 4, 379, 840 8.6 | 
Massachusetts_-_--...----| 3 | 3 | 14.3 4, 042, 274 | 4, 831, 009 16.3 
Michigan - --_- linbeootial 43 5 | 8.6 7, 694, 311 | 8, 248, 698 6.7 | 
II ies 5 clhsich iv ehals 8 | 1 8.0 1, 008, 517 1, 072, 544 | 6.0 | 
Mississippi--___.-- 39 | 3 | 13.0 | 4, 918, 234 | 5, 796, 942 15.2 
Missour1. ------ Swine 16 | 2 | 8.0 3, 248, 841 3, 961, 772 18.0 | 
Montana-.-_-_._-- Rotel 47 3 15.7 | 3, 413, 404 3, 877, 134 12.0 
ne ae atseme yg 2 | 4.5 2, 938, 927 | 3, 211, 956 8.5 
I a oD ewe : si 
New Hampshire-_------- 34 4 | 8. 5 5, 642, 550 | 6, 326, 977 10.8 
New Jersey -.-- Bhavon 6 | 1 | 6. 1, 517, 642 | 1, 604, 325 | 5.4 
New Mexico__..---- ele 36 6 | 6.0 7, 202, 410 | 8,124,426] 11.3 
aa oo, | 38 | s 4.5 10, 739, 295 | 1,6 l 
North Carolina---.-..-..-.. | 35 3 | 11.7 4, 720, 537 4,6 , 2.0 
North Dakota- a 28 2 | 14.0 3, 822, 430 4,3 21.4 
Ohio__. DssbdSkbibetas 53 8 | 6.6 11, 873, 713 | 3, 73 13.5 
Oklahoma Sheil 44 6 | 7.3 | 8, 000, 213 8, 7.2 | 
Oregon eh amas d 63 5 | 12.6 | 6, 371, 082 7, 14.5 
Pennsylvania__..__--.-- 52 | 6 8.7 | 8, 305, 561 | ‘ 10.1 
Rhode Island__-_-_----- : 4 1 | 4.0 | 1, 429, 207 15.3 | 
South Carolina_-_-_-__-_-- ee & 
South Dakota | | . 4 
Tennessee _ __- enhtbbed 17 | 2 | 8.5 2, 903, 649 2, 940, 845 1.3 
TO ks. ental e~ 66 | 11 | 6.0 | 16, 076, 141 | 16, 326, 023 | 1.5 
Utah. baiiectc 13 2 | 6.5 | 2, 554, 922 3,036,291 | 15.9 | 
Vermont..........-. koe — icateee ial that | ; |. 
Virginia ris sc 47 5 | 9.4 | 7, 122, 959 9, 331,029 | 23.7 |. 
Washington._...._..._...-| 38 3 | 12.7 | 3, 380, 625 3,994,608 | 13.4 | 
West Virginia___...__.___| 5 1 5.0 | 1, 188, 517 1, 299, 810 | 8.6 | 
Wisconsin etenns =| 19 | 2 9.5 2, 913, 614 | 3,162,408 | 7.9 |. 
Wyoming pi Aeeen 9 | 1 9.0 | 1, 044, 653 1,688,952 | 38.1 | 
District of Columbia_____| 10 1 | 10.0 1, 810, 368 | 2, 133, 466 15.1 | 
Hawaii Caecekke ; : a eee) | 
Puerto Rico 5 é ; | ae | 
I  ccnceidcibibeleiaee | 1,190 149 | 8.0 207, 559, 427 230, 780, 106 | 10.1 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 
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Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($2,000,000 to $2,299,999), 
Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 








Total 








Total amount of— 


Engineers esti- 
mate, percent 



























Average of low bid— 
State 2 number |__ aac 
| of bids 
Number | Number | Engineers 
of of Low bid | _ estimate Under | Over 
| bidders | contracts 

Alabama. | 29 | 2 14.5 $4, 808, 917 | $4, 898, 055 eo 
Arizona 10 . 10.0 2, 424, 502 | 2, 648, 296 SB. 6haics4. 
Arkansas... _- ; eel ctlcencthaddiaibede 
California | 44 3 14.7 7, 131, 845 8, 685, 614 Tas detidw se 
Colorado. | | = acalpreinwslalicadisds iain aielieaLaike Weemaid see iebe wi kag aaa ae wlh«anwadslelmekelt, 
Connecticut--. he deas | ee aide 
Delaware oad | . r= oeentenaeieenties 
Florida_...- - pant 11 | 2 | 5.5 4, 151, 526 4, 630, 330 Wk Bi hcerdiie 
Georgia... 22 2 | 1.0 | 4, 876, 610 | 5, 169, 273 Do) isennt 
Idaho- 16 1 16.0 2, O11, 541 2, 523, 786 Te ladetak 
Illinois 14 3 4.7 6, 980, 939 | 7, 347, 340 SB dinates 
Indiana - ‘ | : ~seweldeunaeummetiaain 
Iowa ‘ | lp cennesenn[acemdaunbatoesasiveunsten ones |neoeen =" 
Kansas. -. nel Seeaeidiiaaieles ves naga 
Kentucky... | ' ‘ aaa wets 
Louisiana. 3 | 1 | 3.0 | 2, 962, 738 | 2, 641, 285 |__ 12.2 
Maine 4 1 4.0 | 2, 743, 282 | 3, 342, 934 | Lie Banicde 
Maryland 5 1 5.0 2, 441, 977 | 1, 623, 980 | 50.4 
Massachusetts - 26 | 2 | 13.0 4, 898, 264 | 6, 105, 442 TS Aeaedum 
Michigan - - 13 2 | 6.5 4, 637, 430 | 4, 900, 216 | BGR Avwnttele 
Minnesota. - a ol swine asta ae _ 
Mississippi- -- 37 3 12.3 7, 486, 737 9, 012, 993 | 16.9 | és 
Missouri- | ‘ | aeinihaanae aseiacactidbe 
Montana |----------|----------------]----------------]-------- Sp 
Nebraska. - . | aca saitke 
Nevada 6 1 6.0 | 2, 631, 957 | 3, 065, 399 14.1 | hi 
New Hampshire. ----.-- | | ad i s ediiaios eke 
New Jersey. - 6 1 | 6.0 2, 215, 039 2, 575, 352 SE Nene 
New Mexico... 6 1 6.0 2, 387, 461 | 2, 376, 795 ie 0.4 
New York 21 4 | 5.3 9, 426, 033 | 11, 044, 000 | 14.7 
North Carolina i dull wont cain win omen aataadal * 
North Dakota...- leads | = 
Ohio 111 13 | 8.5 34, 478, 755 38, 327, 450 8 | 
Oklahoma...-. , aan © 
Oregon... ° | - . ieee entite late dale 
Pennsylvania. - 4s 6 | 8.0 | 14, 675, 823 | 16, 250, 396 | 9.7 . 
Rhode Island-.. | = b sactendin db uthblerehinis 
South Carolina. 10 1 | 10.0 2, 069, 842 | 2, 069, 842 
South Dakota-. 6 1 | 6.0 2, 698, 820 2, 858, 900 5.6 7 
Tennessee. 7 1 |} 7.0 2, 370, 163 | 2, 358, 769 | _- A 0.5 
Texas. | 36 | 5 7.2 10, 891, 113 | 11, 388, 009 | 4.4 | tiie 
Utah | | | | ai a ce 
Vermont 7 1 | 7.0 2, 412, 882 2, 697, 522 | 10.6 wih 
Virginia 29 3 9.7 7, 155, 209 | 8, 999, 575 | 20. 5 * 
Washington... en’ dion : meeeed ail a dntaien 
West Virginia . : = | tiie 
Wisconsin... -- inate 9 | 1 | 9.0 2, 185, 541 2, 558, 501 14.6 ie 
Wyoming é ‘ _ ‘ scenes cna ; sank lhinieensaiin 
District of Columbia = rich eeas dcatieet anand Sickie shite ean 
Hawaii : 3 | 1 3.0 2, 237, 870 2, 055, 334 8.9 
Puerto Rico-. ‘ sp epiewaidenn inh svt a i ocd in Socata |------ |---~ memnpiie 

TOA .  cinetateians 539 64 155, 392, 816 172, 155, 388 are 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($3,000,000 to $3,999,999), 


Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 





Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
State -— enue number 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under Over 


bidders | contracts 


Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 5 ] 5.0 $3, 317, 563 $3, 348, 762 0.9 
Colorado 

Connecticut 7 1 7.0 3, 655, 045 3, 788, 829 3.5 
Delaware 

Florida 5 l 8.0 3, 543, 995 
Georgia 

Idaho ; 

Illinois 3 l 3.0 3, 288, 773 
Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 2 ] 2.0 3, 694, 820 4, 375, 360 15.6 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 10 1 10.0 3, 392, 324 3, 585, 922 5.4 
Michigan 15 2 7.5 6, 159, 993 6, 049, 643 1. 
Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Miss puri t ] 6.0 3, 348, 062 3, 285. 990 19 
Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 


nw 


, 926, 236 9. 7 


n~ 


916, 965 16.0 


New Jersey 1s 2 9.0 7, 475, 282 8, 420, 973 11.2 
New Mevyico 

New York 28 5 56 16, 891, 850 19, 627. 000 13.9 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 52 7 7.4 23, 534, 744 25, 440, 581 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 20 2 10.0 7, 252, 366 7, 536, 012 3.8 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee j 1 4.0 3, 789, 526 3, 282, 301 72 
Texas 29 4 7.3 13, 210, 686 14, 060, 946 6.0 


Utah 

Ver nont 

Virginia 

Was :ington 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoring 

District of Columbia 
Hawaii 

Puerto Rico 


Total 207 30 6.9 102, 555, 029 110, 595, 520 7.3 
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EXHIBIT 5—Continued 


HIGHWAY 


ACT OF 


1958 





Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($4,000,000 to $4,999,999), 
Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 


Total 
State 


Number | Number 
of of 
bidders contracts 


4 
Vial 


Arizona 
Arka 
California 19 


Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

lowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisian 

\aine 

Maryland 

\Iassachusetts 10 l 
Michigan 3 | 
Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada : 

New Hampshirt 

New Jersey 6 1 
New Mexico 

New York s ) 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio iO 5 
OKlahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 


Pennessee 


Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 


Washington 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

W yoming 

District of Columbia 
Hawaii 

Puerto Rico 


Total 06 12 


Average 
number 
ol I ids 


10.0 
3.0 


6.0 


10.0 


8.0 


Engineers esti- 
mate, percent 
of low bid- 


Total amount of 


Engineers 


Low bid estimate Under | Over 
$9, O78, 673 $9, 823, 902 7.6 
4, 561, 189 5, 483, 641 16. 8 
4,075, 000 3, 916, 873 4.0 
4, 949, OST 5, 672, 403 12.7 
9, 771, 502 10, 953, 000 10.8 
22, 804, 029 25, 923, 200 12.0 
55, 240, 380 61, 773, 019 10. 6 
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Exursit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of’ contract ($5,000,000 to $9,999,999), 
Federatl-aid funds—Ezacept secondary 








| Engineers esti- 
| Total | Total amount of— mate, percent 
| of low bid- 
number 
of bids 
! 
| 
| 


State 


| Engineers 
estimate | Under | Over 


Number | Number 
of of 
bidders | contracts | 


| 
Average 
' 
| 


Low bid 


Alabama..__-_-_- ii ais eck 7 : 
Arizona ita _ ede a otea | 

Arkansas__. . : a 

California ; 3 33 3 11.0 18, 421, 785 19, 770, 607 6.8 
Colorado. oe oe | inl 

Connecticut__--. 

Delaware 

Florida___- 

Georgia. --_- 

Idaho -. 

Illinois : 3 1 3.0 5, 690, 000 5, 896, 000 3.5 
Indiana 

Iowa. 

Kansas_-_- 

Kentucky-. 

Louisiana - - 

Maine _- 

Maryland 

Massachusetts --_ - 

Michigan. 

Minnesota - ._- 

Mississippi-_-- 

Missouri-_- 

Montana-_- 

Nebraska. 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey---.- 

New Mexico... é 

New York-__. 5 16 
North Carolina ; 

North Dakota__-._- : 
Ohio ; 10 2 5.0 13, 002, 556 15, 192, 500 14.4 
Oklahoma... 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania. - ‘ ll l 11.0 8, 867, 834 9, 389, 344 5.6 
Rhode Island. 

South Carolina.-. 

South Dakota_- 

Tennessee _-_ 

Texas _- 

Utah.- 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington i 

West Virginia_- 

Wisconsin_-. 

Wyoming 

District of Columbia a 

Hawaii 

Puerto Rico 


to 
on 


17, 988, 632 21, 397, 000 


Total . 73 9 8.1 63, 970, 807 71, 645, 451 10.7 
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Exuisit 5—Continued 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($10,000,000 to $14,999,999), 
Federal-aid funds—Eacept secondary 











| 
| Engineers esti- 
Total Total amount of— mate, percent 
Average of low bid— 
State a C 
| of bids | 
Number | Number Engineers 


of | of | Low bid estimate Under | Over 
bidders contracts | 





Alabama sabcaieel cranial a senideie tia cae arn Riticne 
Arizona | | ‘ aE ada — ee 
Arkansas ; ; | ----] oa SEE SES a inianativink walcmten a ee 
California . , | peat eit tain 
Colorado | ; | _ sal . aia ii 
Connecticut | | 
Delaware... aa ‘ = : an wanaenea 
Florida : See | eS, 
Georgia , : | | 
Idaho : . Baas | ; bag 
Tilinois ® oi 
Indiana i ican | | sctinimiutall 
Iowa ; ee kad iad 
Kansas sauna Dremiheees | diieoumnaadal a 
Kentucky oe ; era 
Louisiana | 
Maine . . sical | | 
Maryland : Gua | 
Massachusetts. | 
Michigan = : ‘a a 
Minnesota _ - : | a otidtdatell 
| 
| 











Mississippi--- suiciais 
Missouri : eaantaa eaten be 
Montana : = 8 dent 
Nebraska. -. | ; | : bine 
Nevada : | 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey. -- 
New Mexico. ; 
New York - 23 | 
North Carolina... od 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon . ‘ 
Pennsylvania_- oe ‘ 
Rhode Island-.- 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah ‘ ; | |-~- 
Vermont ; neil eel = | 
Virginia ‘ | | | 
Washington ; ‘ | ‘ ‘ ‘ aes a 
West Virginia-- 2 ; | - 
Wisconsin es ; | i ‘ | 
W yoming | | Nitti ‘ os | ‘i 
| 
} 


to 


27, 023,423 | 31, 840,000| 15.1 


istrict of Columbia ; Cee 
Hawaii . | ‘ tial aa | _ fess 
Puerto Rico 


Total. -_.. 23 | 2 11.5 | 27, 023, 423 31, 840, 000 | 15.1 
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Exurpsir 5—Continued 
Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, by size of contract ($15,000,000 and over), 


Federal-aid funds—Except secondary 


Engineers esti- 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
Stat number 
; of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under Over 


bidders contracts 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine. - _. 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio. . 
Oklahoma._.- 
Oregon_. 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah__ 

Vermont 
Virginia _. 
Washington_.- 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin _._-. 
W yoming 
District of Columbia 
Hawaii__- 
Puerto Rico 

Total 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY 


EXHIBIT 6 


ACT OF 1958 


Bid opening report, 2d half 1957, total—Interstate only 


Total 
Average 
State ; number 
of bids 
Number | Number 
{ of of 
bidders | contracts | 
Alabama 3 192 | 12 16.0 
Arizona . 60 6 10.0 
Arkansas 123 13 9.5 
California 9S y 10.9 
Colorado 113 12 9.4 
Connecticut 16 3 5.3 
Delaware 7 ] 7.0 
Florida 21 3 7.0 
Georgia . 27 4 6.8 
Idaho- . . 10 1 10.0 
Illinois 256 50 5.1 
Indiana j —s | 
lowa. 67 14 4.8 
Kansas ; 507 76 6.7 
Kentucky . 27 4 6.8 
Louisiana . 16 | 3 5.3 
Maine 13 | 2 6.5 
Maryland 64 | 7 9.1 
Massachusetts - . 21 | 2 | 10.5 
Michigan. - - . ; 121 | 18 6.7 | 
Minnesota. - - .. 7 39 | 5 7.8 
Mississippi la 89 s 10.1 
Missouri pales Che 42 | 5 8.4 
Montana 4 55 4 13.8 
Nebraska ‘a ‘ : 
Nevada , 6 | l 6.0 
New Hampshire 42 5 8.4 
New Jersey 30 4 5 
New Mexico-- 46 7 6.6 
New York 75 | 9 8.3 
North Carolina i 214 | 22 9.3 
North Dakota. - ----- 61 5 12.2 
Ohio. _- . 217 27 8.0 
Oklahoma 223 | 25 8.9 
Oregon ‘ ‘ 262 | 23 11.4 
Pennsylvania e 87 | 9 9.7 
Rhode Island_ . .- - 37 6 6.2 
South Carolina 96 15 6.4 
South Dakota. 26 3 8.7 
Tennessee _- . 26 4 6.5 
Texas -. 276 39 We 
Utah | 9 1 9.0 
Vermont 7 1 7.0 
Virginia sy S 11.1 
Washington 246 27 9.1 
West Virginia ; é‘ ‘i ising 
Wisconsin ; a 236 22 10.7 
W yoming 132 14 %.4 
District of Columbia_-- 27 3 9.0 | 
Hawaii “ 
Puerto Rico 
Total... ‘ . 4, 454 542 | 8.2 


Total amount of 


Low bid 


2, 632, 
), 334, 
, 640, 
, 405, 
, 132, 
, 592, 
, 368, 
, 908, 
, 089, 


, 976, 
, 432, 
, 805, 


799 


+ (aw, 
, 733, 
5, 149, 


486, 


7, 422, 
5, 054, 
, O81, 
, 122, 


255, 
4, O19, 


511, 


, 004, 


861, 
129, 


), 006, 
, 782, 


, 351, 


245, 
813, 
672, 


807, 
291, 
146, 


, 846, 


438, 
315, 
839, 


351, 


412, 
436, 
198, 


627, 
5, 257, 
2, 756, 


, 470, 


400 


Engineers 
estimate 


$9, 602, 300 
4, 897, 500 
&, 560, 000 

34, 498, 000 

10, 662, 700 

5, 126, 600 

. 000 

59, 400 

6, 277, 700 
1, 189, 000 
45, 045, 100 







2, 365, 000 
17, 468, 100 
4, 652, 100 
7, 403, 300 
3, 483, 900 
4, 806, 300 
6, 758, 600 
16, 067, 500 
1, 450, 100 
15, 814, 800 
1, 218, 300 
3, 231, 700 


3, 065, 400 
7, 108, 100 
16, 668, 700 
10, 432, 100 
71, 310, 000 
10, 942, 900 
6, 849, 100 
102, 524, 400 
19, 084, 500 
11, 296, 400 
30, 492, 100 
1, 495, 700 
2, 911, 700 
3, 763, 500 
6, 784, 400 
44, 157, 500 
1, 699, 800 
2, 697, 500 
17, 695, 600 
11, 898, 500 
12, 129, 800 
8, 057, 100 
3, 154, 300 


624, 707, 100 


oe 
| 





Engineers esti- 
mate, percent 
of low bid 


Under | Over 


OD 
op on or 


ee 
aS 


nhs . 
DN DmwOoOe 


i) 
= 


at 
NoaSS? 
DOr BO NO Oe 


~ 
o 


10. 
24. 
14. 


orm aot 


12.4 |. 
22.3 |_- 
12.6 | 





660 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 
EXHIBIT 7 


Bid opening report, January 1958, total Federal-aid—Hacept secondary 














j 
i | | 
| Engineers esti- 
Total } Total amount of— | mate, percent 
| Average | of low bid— 
State - | number = aes 4s 
| | of bids | | | 
Number | Number | Engineers 
| 0 of | Low bid estimate | Under | Over 
| bidders | contracts | 
Ae : sso cee al 195 23 | 8.5 | $7, 327, 100 | $8, 139, 500 10.0 | ‘ 
ee nol 56 4 | 14.0 | 677, 400 | 822,400 | 17.6 |___- 
0 SES 83 14 5.9 | 8, 601, 100 | : , 200 7.8 | 
California.__......... =") 119 9 13.2 | 11, 026, 200 | 13, 453, 000 18.0 
Colorado________- eid 10 | a 10.0 | 340, 000 | 394, 000 13.7 
Connecticut_........_.___| 18 | 2 9.0 141. 600 | 176, 500 8 
Delaware__._.__- ; 6 1 6.0 | 431, 800 480, 400 ] 
on Scbnitick = ate = a | 
ee eel 36 | 3 | 12.0 | 7, 600, 400 8, 505, 800 10. 6 
ie 4 ponds | a 
Tilinois____--__- rt 178 | 27 6.6 | 14, 400, 100 | 17, 275, 500 16.6 
oa 31 4 | 7.8 | 1, 255, 400 | 1, 324, 200 5.2 
Towa____. pr cl 86 14 | 6.1 2, 635, 100 2, 884, 800 8.7 
| | EEE SS 201 | 37 | 5.4 6, 477, 700 7, 161, 300 9.5 ‘ 
i ae ae to ‘ | 
0 Ee ree | 24 | 5 4.8 | 5, 035, 100 5,950,300 | 15.4 
Maine______ i Pare 22 | 3 7.3 1, 921, 500 2, 025, 600 | 5.1 . 
Maryland..._....___-- 112 | 14 8.0 10, 061, 500 | 11, 261, 100 | 10.7 
Massachusetts _-_-.__- 86 | 6 14.3 | 8, 898, 600 10,699,400 | 16.8 
| EEE ER 109 12 9.1 5, 782, 400 | 6, 593, 200 12.3 
Minnesota__.__.......-- 54 | 6 | 9.0 1, 552, 600 1, 770, 900 12.3 
ere Dive es | ; : 
MD oa ne tka nels 41 8 | 5.1 | 4, 895, 800 6, 253, 400 21.7 
re : ‘ 
Nebraska... ---- ieee es ee 
Nevada__ penal 11 | 1 | 11.0 1, 690, 300 1, 690, 300 
New Hampshire-_--...-_--| 32 3 | 10.7 1, 404, 700 1, 785, 000 21.3 
PO oe ts 19 3 6.3 5, 822, 400 | 7, 206, 700 19. 2 
a ja 
TE Se a I 66 | 7 9.4 10, 428, 600 12, 980, 300 19.7 
North Carolina__..__-- 81 10 8.1 | 6, 395, 200 7, 015, 400 8.8 
North Dakota_-_-_.___-- 106 | 9 | 11.8 | 4, 442, 800 5, 397, 200 17.7 
Ohio___ LE 3 os 57 6 9.5 | 6, 565, 900 7,459,700 | 12.0 
Oklahoma....._..._.- 72 | 7 10. 4 | 1, 566, 500 1, 582, 300 | 1.0 
Oregon__. jalan 64 6 10.7 1, 459, 400 1, 829, 200 20. 2 
Pennsylvania. _..___- a 38 5 | 7.6 7, 388, 600 8, 050, 300 
Rhode Island_______.__- i os | : 
South Carolina........._-| 63 7 |} 9.0 1, 006, 500 | 987, 500 | 8, 2 
South Dakota__.- : sated > 
ere 62 | 7 8.9 8, 187, 300 8, 362, 800 2.1 
ee eet 115 | 14 8.2 10, 716, 500 11, 374, 500 5.8 
ts eae A ae z 
Vermont. eile tae ee ate a 
Virginia______- is 5; an : 3 5 
Washington___._- ‘ 45 | 4 11.3 3, 099, 700 3, 746, 700 17.3 
West Virginia. a 3 | 1] 30 35, 900 52,400 | 31.5 
Wisconsin___- ae 65 | 8 | 8.1 3, 261, 800 3, 624, 100 10.0 
Wyoming ; 45 3 | 15.0 923, 800 1. 060, 200 12.9 
District of Columbia. --- 5 | 1 | 5.0 611, 800 590, 100 3.7 
eB eee | 
RE nd, cle ckews ie 
eee ielate le 2, 416 | 295 8.2 174, 067, 100 199, 290, 200 12.7 
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} 
ExHIsit 8 
Bid opening report, January 1958, total—Interstate only 
lmagtneees? est- 
Total Total amount of— \imate, percent 
Average | of low bid— 
State | 7 number <a ae ne 
| of bids ’ | | 
Number | Number | Engineers’ | 
of of Low bid estimate | Under | Over 
bidders aenregete | | 
| S a a eR bn le as 
4 : aa 
Alabama | 21 2 10.5 $1, 007, 400 $1,198,700 | 16.0 | eiialak 
Arizona oie ae coer come seis es icctoae ia in Back eles eemeabean 
Arkansas... ial 53 9 | 5.9 | 2, 425, 600 2, 692, 000 er 
California ; 65 6 10.8 | 8, 968, 500 | 10,943,100 | 18.0 |_____- 
Colorado. Soe uaall cas aie nae - a nie cain ee ape cea Dear otee 
Connecticut... Se otic alh a einai sds -cipael sacipaicadi -|---- i 
Delaware 2 * i o- [nena ---+--|---2 202 ---|-2e-- 22-22-20 -] oe eee ee ; ie -|----== 
Florida... . Se ccdeaitebbad piace tegdinnabunenabeuseies winetgiandt a ateiein pe apallnaleemeaanaliiiaitites 
Georgia... | 22 2 11.0 5, 031, 200 5, 446, 900 | 724 2222 
Idaho ana jrmae neaietie tive duce eieta ia ckinca ae eek ane iad ho ccctkaauihen aa 
Illinois : 54 | 9 | 6.0 9, 039, 800 11, 330,000 | 20.2 |_____- 
Indiana. 2% 3 Ae 1, 161, 300 1, 215, 900 | 43 
Iowa 55 10 5.5 2, 051, 900 2, 265, 500 | 0.07 cas 
Kansas 101 21 4.8 3, 488, 600 4,005,700 | 12.9 j-.-... 
Kentucky. ioral J an sat - 
Loatueie ; 9 1 9.0 3, 120, 600 
Maine ___- 17 2 8.5 1, 223, 600 
Maryland 53 5 | 10.7 5, 3, 500 
Minion ge] g) Rb) gare 
ichigan - - é re ) by | 3. < 
Minnesota. . - 31 3 10.3 | 400 
Mississippi. .-- Ne iain aii ; specaki 
dissent” i) 3 3.0 | 1, 908, 700 
Montana ‘ 
Nebraska waht 
Nevada 11 1 11.0 1, 690, 300 5 GO ee bn coe masalnuienen 
New Hampshir« 9 1 9.0 837, 300 1,019,000 | 17.8 eis 
New Jersey 13 2 6.5 5, 210, 300 6, 554, 700 20.5 |-.---- 
New Mexico. —_ * pats ‘ i ‘ S nmpecistlenen 
New York 17 1 17.0 4, 928, 900 6, 533, 000  eenabon 
North Carolina 32 3 | 10.7 4, 856, 300 5, 291, 000 8.2 | 
North Dakota--- 68 6 | 11.3 3, 600, 700 4, 315, 500 16. 6 ee 
Ohio 13 | . 13.0 3, 437, 100 3, 759, 800 8.6 | es 
Oklahoma . } - Jisleiee Sameer oh eres abi 
Oregon 14 | 1 14.0 293, 300 376,500 | 22.1 |.--... 
Pennsylvania | ‘ ‘ ute spe 
Rhode Island_. . 4 i een iil ae 
South Carolina ‘ 37 4 9.3 272, 200 286, 900 5.1 | a 
South Dakot ; ‘hie : Be De camer 
Temmanene ’ : 25 3 | 8.3 6, 493, 100 6, 691, 500 | ee 
Texas. 24 3 | 8.0 4, 399, 200 4, 743, 900 770 deonuan 
Utah ; al snow naa cexmiiepdiombregacegee 
Vermont. -- ‘ | - . an 
Virginia | | -- 
Washington_.- 8 1 | 8.0 1, 732, 700 2, 061, 000 aS% 
West Virginia 3 | ea 3.0 | 35, 900 52, 400 5 tiie 
Wieecoahs. : 28 3 | 9.3 | 905, 600 990, 300 = 
Wyoming | = . — ~-0= 
District of Columbia Senile | 5 ‘ci on aietieinieee 
Hawaii Soati guiniais | ee wal alas 
Puerto Rico-. a |----0~ 
Total. --.- | 879 114 a | 94, 445, 400 109, 668, 200 13.9 | onus 
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EXHIBIT 9 


Bid opening report, February 1958 (partial), total Federal-aid—E xcept 
secondary 


Total Total amount of mate, percent 
Average of low bid 
State / 7 number 
of bids 
Number | Number Engineers 
of of Low bid estimate Under Ov 


bidders | contracts 


Alabama. 

Arizona 53 4 13.3 $2, 653, 100 $2, 979, 800 11.0 
Arkansas. 38 7 5.4 3, 841, 900 4, 104, 300 6.4 
California 47 3 15.7 4, 963, 700 6, 431, 000 22. 8 
Colorado tif 7 9.4 5, 005, 300 5, 266, 000 5.0 
Connecticut __- 10 l 10.1 385, 700 529, 500 27.2 
Delaware 6 1 6.1 431, 800 480, 400 10.1 
Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Tilinois 133 30 4.4 16, 004, 100 17, 525, 600 8.7 
Indiana. 

Iowa 86 14 6.1 1, 696, 700 1, 760, 600 3.6 
Kansas 53 10 5.3 1, 875, 500 2, 028, 900 7.6 
Kentucky 9 2 4.5 562, 600 664, 400 15.3 
Louisiana 12 2 6.0 1, 089, 400 1, 175, 800 7.3 
Maine 25 3 8.3 1, 343, 400 1, 340, 900 0.2 
Maryland_- 

Massachusetts - - - 49 4 12.5 9, 540, 000 11, 444, 900 16.6 
Michigan - 20) 3 6.7 4, 122, 400 4, 568, 100 9.8 
Minnesota - - 67 7 9.6 2, 027, 300 2, 157, 300 6.0 
Mississippi 

Missouri 69 ll 6.3 7, 731, 000 9, 249, 800 16.4 
Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire - - - 17 2 8.5 1, 360, 400 1, 585, 400 14.2 
New Jersey 22 } 5.5 1, 021, 100 1, 242, 400 17.8 
New Mexico-. 

New York 2 4 6.0 1, 036, 000 1, 305, 000 20. 6 
North Carolina 68 ~ 8.5 3, 640, 400 3, 748, 900 2.9 
North Dakota 5 4 11.3 1, 774, 700 2, 152, 500 17.5 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 201 21 9.6 4, 438, 400 4,711, 100 5.8 
Oregon _- ‘ 40 4 10.0 2, 520, 700 3, 106, 100 18.8 
Pennsylvania - - 11 l 11.0 3, 296, 200 3, 203, 300 2. { 
Rhode Island z 

South Carolina. 99 10 9.9 1,071, 100 1, 218, 200 12.1 
South Dakota 53 3 17.7 728, 900 1, 006, 400 17.6 
Tennessee 

Texas 103 13 7.9 9, 449, 100 10, 023, 600 7 
Utah 12 1 12.0 478, 200 635, 300 24.7 
Vermont 37 5 7.4 948, 800 1, 099, 900 15.7 
Virginia_. . 57 7 8.1 10, 765, 200 13, 796, 800 22. 0 
Washington 69 6 11.5 4, 142, 900 4, 622, 800 10.4 
West Virginia. 

Wisconsin __. 38 4 9.5 1,013, 000 1, 212, 900 16.5 
Wyoming 

District of Columbia 

Hawaii__- 


Puerto Rico 


Total : 1, 639 206 8. 0 110, 959, 000 126, 377, 900 12.2 





Engineers esti- 
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EXHIBIT 10 


HIGHWAY 


ACT 


OF 


1958 


Bid opening report, February 1958 (partial) —Interstate only 


stale 





Connecticut 





North Ca 


North Dakot 


Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pent \ il i 


nsvi 

Rhode Is! 

uth Carolina 
South Dakot 


lbennesset 





Vermont 

Virginia 
Washington 

West Virgini 
Wisconsin 

\V yoming 

District of Columbia 
Hawai 

Puerto Rico 





Total 


Number 
of 
bidders 


3Y 


3Y 


i) 


37 
19 


30 


58S 


Number 
of 
contracts 


rom 


= RS ho 


Average 
number 
of bids 


= 60.90 oe 


6 
10 
9 


13. 5 


93 


19 


10 


Tot 


il amount of 


Low hid 





342. 700 
306, 200 
105, GOK 
218, 100 
244, SOD 
122, 400 
BSS. SOO 
74, HK 
ss] tel 
$63, 100 
626, GOO 
505, 500 
YOS, 100 
206, 200 
RU, 400 
487, 600 
24, 300 
a5. 400 
TAO, 700 
S07. 138 


Engineers 
estimate 


$2. 


476, 200 
985. 800 


5, 885, 300 


, 319, 400 


0, 811, 300 


, 344, 800 


127, 800 


249, 700 


201, 000 


. 568, 100 


, 065, 600 


140, 200 


YS86, OOO 


749, 600 
65, 200 


623, 000 


. 379, 300 


203, 300 


220, 000 


720, 200 


121, 600 


116, 700 


915, 500 


5, 976, 600 
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Engineers esti 
mate, percent 
of low bid 


Under 


° 


wh 


9” 


9 


l 
0 
6 
0 


Yq 
gy 


Over 
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STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
Albany, N. Y., March 12, 1958. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SenATOR GorRE: Governor Harriman has asked me to write you 
concerning the comparison of bid prices and engineering estimates for highway 
projects in New York State during 1957. 

You will remember that this subject came up during the Governor’s recent 
appearance before your subcommittee. This analysis shows that the average 
low bid for interstate work was 86 percent of the engineering estimate. On 
noninterstate work, the average was 89 percent, making the overall average 88 
percent. The 12-percent differential is within the normal bidding range. 

The Department received some unusually low bidding on interstate work 
during the fall and winter months. It is our conclusion that this was due to 
intense competition within the contracting industry during this period. Since 
New York’s program for interstate work is well underway, contractors from 
the entire eastern seaboard competed for these jobs. 

Our director of the bureau of highway planning informs me that the cost 
estimates made up in accordance with section 108—d of the 1956 Federal High- 
way Act for uncompleted portions of the Interstate System are generally below 
the engineering estimates on specific projects. He has been cooperating with 
representatives of your committee who have in recent weeks been conducting 
a thorough investigation of this aspect of the highway program. 

We are very much encouraged by the details which have come to us concern- 
ing the proposals you are making for stepping up the Nation’s highway con- 
struction activities. You may be sure that New York State is ready to cooperate 
in every possible way. 

With kindest regards, 

Yours sincerely, 
JAMES E. Truex, Director. 


Xx 








